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Proceedings at the \ = 
Opening of the 
Legislative Assembly of the eM 


: . 2 RA SS 
Province of Ontario S948 
4 
SUN 2 61985 |} 
First Session, 33rd Parliament z mn) 
Tuesday, June 4th, 1985 ne he yy 
Say of \® 


3 O'CLOCK P.M. 
The Members having assembled: 


1. The Honourable the Lieutenant Governor will enter the Chamber and take his 
seat on the Throne. 


2. The House will be informed that His Honour will state the reasons for calling 
the Session as soon as a Speaker has been chosen and His Honour will retire. 


3. Election of the Speaker. 

4. The newly elected Speaker will be conducted to the Dais by the mover and 
seconder of his nomination and standing on the upper step he will thank the 
Assembly for his election and will take his seat in the Speaker’s Chair and the 
Mace will be placed on the Table. 

5. The House will adjourn during pleasure. 


6. His Honour will re-enter the Chamber and again take his seat on the Throne. 


7. The Speaker will inform His Honour of his election and call on His Honour to 
acknowledge the ancient rights and privileges of Parliament. 


8. His Honour’s reply will be made to Mr. Speaker. 


9. The Aide-de-Camp will receive the Speech from the Throne and deliver it to His 
Honour. 


10. His Honour will read the Speech. 


11. The Aide-de-Camp will receive the Speech from His Honour and deliver it to 
Mr. Speaker. 


12. 


13s 


14. 


2S; 


16. 


The Honourable the Lieutenant Governor and attendants will then retire, 
followed by the Justices of the Supreme Court of Ontario. 


Mr. Speaker will ascend the Throne and read the Prayers. 
Traditional Introduction of one Bill. 


Motion for consideration of the Speech of the Honourable the Lieutenant 
Governor and any other necessary motions. 


The House will then adjourn. 
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Wednesday, June 5th, 1985 





Z 
GOVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS 


1. Consideration of the Speech of the Honourable the Lieutenant Governor at the 
Opening of the Session. 


2. Second Reading Bill 1, An Act to revise the Family Law Reform Act. Myr. 
Pope. 


NOTICES 
PRIVATE MEMBERS’ MOTION 


1. Mr. Johnston (Scarborough West)—Resolution—That in the opinion of this 
House, the Province of Ontario, Canada, should declare itself a Nuclear 
Arms Free Zone, and the government should prohibit the deployment of 
nuclear weapons in Ontario, the testing of nuclear weapons and associated 
equipment in the Province, the construction of nuclear weapons and associ- 
ated equipment, the transport of nuclear weapons and associated equipment 
through and within the Province, and the export of goods and materials for 
use in the construction and deployment of nuclear arms. In addition, the 
Province should encourage cities, provinces and states throughout the world 
to initiate similar action. 
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GOVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS 


1. Consideration of the Speech of the Honourable the Lieutenant Governor at the 
Opening of the Session. 


2. Second Reading Bill 1, An Act to revise the Family Law Reform Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


NOTICES 
PRIVATE MEMBERS’ MOTIONS 


1. Mr. Johnston (Scarborough West} —Resolution—That in the opinion of this 
House, the Province of Ontario, Canada, should declare itself a Nuclear 
Arms Free Zone, and the Government should prohibit the deployment of 
nuclear weapons in Ontario, the testing of nuclear weapons and associated 
equipment in the Province, the construction of nuclear weapons and associ- 
ated equipment, the transport of nuclear weapons and associated equipment 
through and within the Province, and the export of goods and materials for 
use in the construction and deployment of nuclear arms. In addition, the 
Province should encourage cities, provinces and states throughout the world 
to initiate similar action. 


2. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
access to health care treatment and facilities should be a right and not a priv- 
ilege, and should not be subject to geographic or economic barriers, the Gov- 
ernment of Ontario should incorporate as a fully-insured service under 
OHIP the cost of medically necessary travel, as determined by a qualified 
physician, in excess of 200 miles; and further that the Government should 
begin by instituting such coverage for residents of Northern Ontario (that is 
for those living in the Territorial Districts north of the French River) within 
six months of the passage of this resolution and that coverage for the rest of 
the province be phased in over a four-year period; and further that in the 
case of a child needing such medically necessary travel, the Government give 
consideration to covering the costs of travel for one parent or guardian of 
such a child. 


3. Mr. Warner—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, considering the 
continuing Turkish occupation of Cyprus and the unknown fate of 2,000 
missing Cypriots, the Government of Ontario should express concern about 
the continuing illegal Turkish colonization of Cyprus, and the latest seces- 
sionist movement of the Denktash regime, by: (1) urging the Government of 
Canada to support measures for the implementation of the U.N. resolutions 
on Cyprus; (2) calling upon the Turkish Government to provide immediate 
information on the missing Cypriots which according to indisputable evi- 
dence are held by Turkish authorities contrary to international law; (3) call- 
ing upon the Turkish Government to respect the human rights provision of 
the Helsinki accord, especially in regards to Cyprus; (4) calling upon the 
Turkish Government to cease immediately further colonization of Cyprus 
and to withdraw all illegal colonists, transplanted with a view to changing 
the demographic nature of the Island; (5) condemning the new secessionist 
movement of the so-called “Federated State of Northern Cyprus”; and (6) 
calling upon the Government of Canada to cease further negotiations with 
the Turkish Government on the sale of a nuclear reactor, until the latter 
complies with the U.N. resolutions on Cyprus and shows a respect for inter- 
national law. 
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GOVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS 


1. Resuming the Adjourned Debate on the Motion for an Address in Reply to the 
Speech of the Honourable the Lieutenant Governor at the Opening of the 


2. Second Reading Bill 1, An Act to revise the Family Law Reform Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


3 
PRIVATE MEMBERS’ PUBLIC BILLS AND ORDERS 


3. Second Reading Bill 2, An Act to amend the Human Tissue Gift Act. Mr. 
Van Horne. 


NOTICES 
PRIVATE MEMBERS’ MOTIONS 


1. Mr. Johnston (Scarborough West)—Resolution—That in the opinion of this 
House, the Province of Ontario, Canada, should declare itself a Nuclear 
Arms Free Zone, and the Government should prohibit the deployment of 
nuclear weapons in Ontario, the testing of nuclear weapons and associated 
equipment in the Province, the construction of nuclear weapons and associ- 
ated equipment, the transport of nuclear weapons and associated equipment 
through and within the Province, and the export of goods and materials for 
use in the construction and deployment of nuclear arms. In addition, the 
Province should encourage cities, provinces and states throughout the world 
to initiate similar action. 


2 Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
access to health care treatment and facilities should be a right and not a priv- 
ilege, and should not be subject to geographic or economic barriers, the Gov- 
ernment of Ontario should incorporate as a fully-insured service under 
OHIP the cost of medically necessary travel, as determined by a qualified 
physician, in excess of 200 miles; and further that the Government should 
begin by instituting such coverage for residents of Northern Ontario (that is 
for those living in the Territorial Districts north of the French River) within 
six months of the passage of this resolution and that coverage for the rest of 
the province be phased in over a four-year period; and further that in the 
case of a child needing such medically necessary travel, the Government give 
consideration to covering the costs of travel for one parent or guardian of 
such a child. 


3. Mr. Warner—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, considering the 
continuing Turkish occupation of Cyprus and the unknown fate of 2,000 
missing Cypriots, the Government of Ontario should express concern about 
the continuing illegal Turkish colonization of Cyprus, and the latest seces- 
sionist movement of the Denktash regime, by: (1) urging the Government of 
Canada to support measures for the implementation of the U.N. resolutions 
on Cyprus; (2) calling upon the Turkish Government to provide immediate 
information on the missing Cypriots which according to indisputable evi- 
dence are held by Turkish authorities contrary to international law; (3) call- 
ing upon the Turkish Government to respect the human rights provision of 
the Helsinki accord, especially in regards to Cyprus; (4) calling upon the 
Turkish Government to cease immediately further colonization of Cyprus 
and to withdraw all illegal colonists, transplanted with a view to changing 
the demographic nature of the Island; (5) condemning the new secessionist 
movement of the so-called “Federated State of Northern Cyprus”; and (6) 
calling upon the Government of Canada to cease further negotiations with 
the Turkish Government on the sale of a nuclear reactor, until the latter 
complies with the U.N. resolutions on Cyprus and shows a respect for inter- 
national law. 


4. Ms. Bryden—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
part-time workers in both the public and private sector are discriminated 
against by the denial of many benefits and rights provided to other workers 


all ns 
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in the same establishment, a Charter of Rights for Part-Time Workers be 
added to both the Employment Standards Act and the Labour Relations Act 
to provide pro rata benefits and collective bargaining rights to such workers 
and that they be made eligible for severance pay and retraining and readjust- 
ment programs provided for other workers displaced by technological 
change in the same establishment. 
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MOTIONS RELATING TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE REPORT 
UPON THE REDISTRIBUTION OF ONTARIO INTO ELECTORAL 
DISTRICTS 


1. Mr. Yakabuski—Resolution—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection 
to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew South on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Renfrew South 
which have existed since 1867. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the question of 
the ease of transportation and communication within the larger pro- 
posed Electoral District of Renfrew, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in the Assembly. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to and indeed did 
ignore the question of community of interest. Historically and socially, 
the residents of Renfrew South have never been closely tied or had a 
common community of interest with the residents of Renfrew North. 
Further, the Townships of Bagot and Blithfield, McNab and West 
Carleton, the Village Braeside and the Town of Arnprior have always 
had close ties with the other municipalities within the Electoral District 
of Renfrew South. 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to written repre- 
sentations or to oral representations made to the Commission during the 
public sittings that were held in Ottawa in May, 1984. 


5. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the population quota in 
determining boundaries for the proposed Electoral District of Renfrew. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Resolution: 


Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 

Yury Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 

Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

John Turner (Peterborough) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry) 
Doug Wiseman (Lanark) 
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2. Mr. Gregory—Resolution—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection 
to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Mississauga East on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and consideration to geographical, political and demographic factors 
when planning the redistribution of electoral boundaries within the 
Province, factors which are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, 
subsections (a) through (h) in the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legis- 
lative Assembly that established the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating a distinct and separate community, the former Town 
of Malton, with traditional organized neighbourhoods represented by 
homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the existing 
Riding of Mississauga East. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16th, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area north of Eglinton Avenue with 
the current Riding of Mississauga East. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16th, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influ- 
ence of existing major roadways, Highway No. 10 on the west and the 
Queen Elizabeth Highway on the south, which have tended to serve as 
natural geographic barriers between communities of people. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly by combining the northern portion of 
the City of Mississauga, an area expected to experience growth in popu- 
lation with an existing riding where population growth is expected to be, 
at the most, minimal. In so doing the Commission has placed Missis- 
sauga East Riding within the upper range of the population guidelines 
established by the Commission foregoing expected future growth consid- 
erations. 


6. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
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by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
boundaries which serve to separate and distinguish neighbourhood 
organizations. By amalgaming a large portion of Ward 5 with Ward 3 
and displacing Wards 4 and 7 of the existing Riding, it appears that the 
Commission failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on 
the Member of the Provincial Parliament for the Riding in question, 
thereby rendering more difficult adequate representation of the people 
in Parliament. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of electoral districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative 
Assembly by existing the northern boundary of the Riding to the city 
limit, despite the fact that the current northern boundary, Eglinton 
Avenue or any configuration thereof between such and Burnhamthorpe 
Road East, represents a natural extension in comparison to existing 
ward boundaries, and preserves the physical, social and economic cohe- 
sion of the present electoral district. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to special geographic 
considerations, including the accessibility of such regions or the size or 
shape thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (h) of the June 
16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by increasing the size 
of the riding in north-south terms and reducing the riding east-west 
community links and adding a community at the north end separated 
from the rest of the riding by the Pearson International Airport and 
Highway No. 401. 


At the same time, the Commission failed to facilitate the need for ease of 
transportation and communication, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Resolution: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 
Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 
Leo Bernier (Kenora) 
Gordon Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 
Susan Fish (St. George) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 
Robert Runciman (Leeds) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 
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2 
GOVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS 
Resuming the Adjourned Debate on the Amendment to the Amendment to the 
Motion for an Address in Reply to the Speech of the Honourable the Lieuten- 


ant Governor at the Opening of the Session. 


Second Reading Bill 1, An Act to revise the Family Law Reform Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


3 
PRIVATE MEMBERS’ PUBLIC BILLS AND ORDERS 


3. Second Reading Bill 2, An Act to amend the Human Tissue Gift Act. Myr. 
Van Horne. 


NOTICES 
PRIVATE MEMBERS’ MOTIONS 


1. Mr. Johnston (Scarborough West)—Resolution—That in the opinion of this 
House, the Province of Ontario, Canada, should declare itself a Nuclear 
Arms Free Zone, and the Government should prohibit the deployment of 
nuclear weapons in Ontario, the testing of nuclear weapons and associated 
equipment in the Province, the construction of nuclear weapons and associ- 
ated equipment, the transport of nuclear weapons and associated equipment 
through and within the Province, and the export of goods and materials for 
use in the construction and deployment of nuclear arms. In addition, the 
Province should encourage cities, provinces and states throughout the world 
to initiate similar action. 


2. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
access to health care treatment and facilities should be a right and not a priv- 
ilege, and should not be subject to geographic or economic barriers, the Gov- 
ernment of Ontario should incorporate as a fully-insured service under 
OHIP the cost of medically necessary travel, as determined by a qualified 
physician, in excess of 200 miles; and further that the Government should 
begin by instituting such coverage for residents of Northern Ontario (that is 
for those living in the Territorial Districts north of the French River) within 
six months of the passage of this resolution and that coverage for the rest of 
the province be phased in over a four-year period; and further that in the 
case of a child needing such medically necessary travel, the Government give 
consideration to covering the costs of travel for one parent or guardian of 
such a child. 


3. Mr. Warner—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, considering the 
continuing Turkish occupation of Cyprus and the unknown fate of 2,000 
missing Cypriots, the Government of Ontario should express-concern about 
the continuing illegal Turkish colonization of Cyprus, and the latest seces- 
sionist movement of the Denktash regime, by: (1) urging the Government of 
Canada to support measures for the implementation of the U.N. resolutions 
on Cyprus; (2) calling upon the Turkish Government to provide immediate 
information on the missing Cypriots which according to indisputable evi- 
dence are held by Turkish authorities contrary to international law; (3) call- 
ing upon the Turkish Government to respect the human rights provision of 
the Helsinki accord, especially in regards to Cyprus; (4) calling upon the 
Turkish Government to cease immediately further colonization of Cyprus 
and to withdraw all illegal colonists, transplanted with a view to changing 
the demographic nature of the Island; (5) condemning the new secessionist 
movement of the so-called “Federated State of Northern Cyprus”; and (6) 
calling upon the Government of Canada to cease further negotiations with 
the Turkish Government on the sale of a nuclear reactor, until the latter 
complies with the U.N. resolutions on Cyprus and shows a respect for inter- 
national law. 


4. Ms. Bryden—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
part-time workers in both the public and private sector are discriminated 
against by the denial of many benefits and rights provided to other workers 
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in the same establishment, a Charter of Rights for Part-Time Workers be 
added to both the Employment Standards Act and the Labour Relations Act 
to provide pro rata benefits and collective bargaining rights to such workers 
and that they be made eligible for severance pay and retraining and readjust- 
ment programs provided for other workers displaced by technological 
change in the same establishment. 
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MOTIONS RELATING TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE REPORT 
UPON THE REDISTRIBUTION OF ONTARIO INTO ELECTORAL 
DISTRICTS 


1. Mr. Yakabuski—Resolution—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection 
to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew South on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing , 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Renfrew South — 
which have existed since 1867. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the question of 
the ease of transportation and communication within the larger pro- 
posed Electoral District of Renfrew, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in the Assembly. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to and indeed did 
ignore the question of community of interest. Historically and socially, 
the residents of Renfrew South have never been closely tied or had a 
common community of interest with the residents of Renfrew North. 
Further, the Townships of Bagot and Blithfield, McNab and West 
Carleton, the Village Braeside and the Town of Arnprior have always 
had close ties with the other municipalities within the Electoral District 
of Renfrew South. 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to written repre- 
sentations or to oral representations made to the Commission during the 
public sittings that were held in Ottawa in May, 1984. 


5. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the population quota in 
determining boundaries for the proposed Electoral District of Renfrew. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Resolution: 


Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 

Yury Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 

Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

John Turner (Peterborough) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry) 
Doug Wiseman (Lanark) 
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2. Mr. Gregory—Resolution—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection 
to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Mississauga East on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and consideration to geographical, political and demographic factors 
when planning the redistribution of electoral boundaries within the 
Province, factors which are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, 
subsections (a) through (h) in the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legis- 
lative Assembly that established the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating a distinct and separate community, the former Town 
of Malton, with traditional organized neighbourhoods represented by 
homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the existing 
Riding of Mississauga East. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16th, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area north of Eglinton Avenue with 
the current Riding of Mississauga East. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16th, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influ- 
ence of existing major roadways, Highway No. 10 on the west and the 
Queen Elizabeth Highway on the south, which have tended to serve as 
natural geographic barriers between communities of people. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly by combining the northern portion of 
the City of Mississauga, an area expected to experience growth in popu- 
lation with an existing riding where population growth is expected to be, 
at the most, minimal. In so doing the Commission has placed Missis- 
sauga East Riding within the upper range of the population guidelines 
established by the Commission foregoing expected future growth consid- 
erations. 


6. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 


Bi 
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by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
boundaries which serve to separate and distinguish neighbourhood 
organizations. By amalgaming a large portion of Ward 5 with Ward 3 
and displacing Wards 4 and 7 of the existing Riding, it appears that the 
Commission failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on 
the Member of the Provincial Parliament for the Riding in question, 
thereby rendering more difficult adequate representation of the people 
in Parliament. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 


ditional boundaries of electoral districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative 
Assembly by existing the northern boundary of the Riding to the city 
limit, despite the fact that the current northern boundary, Eglinton 
Avenue or any configuration thereof between such and Burnhamthorpe 
Road East, represents a natural extension in comparison to existing 
ward boundaries, and preserves the physical, social and economic cohe- 
sion of the present electoral district. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to special geographic 


considerations, including the accessibility of such regions or the size or 
shape thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (h) of the June 
16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by increasing the size 
of the riding in north-south terms and reducing the riding east-west 
community links and adding a community at the north end separated 
from the rest of the riding by the Pearson International Airport and 
Highway No. 401. 


At the same time, the Commission failed to facilitate the need for ease of 
transportation and communication, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Resolution: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 
Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 
Leo Bernier (Kenora) 
Gordon Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 
Susan Fish (St. George) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 
Robert Runciman (Leeds) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


Mr. Pollock—Resolution—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection 
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to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Hastings-Peterborough on the 
grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
economic and community of interest factors, thus making difficult ade- 
quate representation in the Legislature. 


2. By removing four municipalities from south Hastings (Thurlow, Tyen- 
dinaga, Tyendinaga Indian Reserve and Deseronto) the Commission 
ignored the geography of the region in that these municipalities are sepa- 
rated from Prince Edward-Lennox by the Bay of Quinte. Historically 
these municipalities have always been part of the former Hastings rid- 
ings prior to the enlargement to Hastings-Peterborough. As to com- 
munity of interests, all municipalities except the Reserve have repre- 
sentation in Hastings County Council and Hastings County Board of 
Education. The Moira River Conservation Authority covers all of this 
area. Provincial Government offices in Belleville and Stirling, rather 
than Picton serve these municipalities. Telephone access from each of 
these municipalities to the county seat and to each other is without 
charge. Population is increasing due to proximity to the City of Belle- 
ville. 


3. By adding a portion of the City of Peterborough the Commission failed 
to consider community of interests. Hastings-Peterborough is a large 
rural constituency, composed of small villages and townships. Another 
township and village such as Lakefield, would reduce the pressure on 
the Peterborough Riding while preserving common interests. 


4. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to representa- 
tions made to it during public hearings in May, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the Act in question. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Resolution: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Terry O’Connor (Oakville) 

Peter Partington (Brock) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


10 
QUESTIONS 


(Questions are to appear on the day after they are tabled and on every 

subsequent day in the week they are tabled and then subsequently only on each 

Monday until an Answer (other than an Interim Answer) is tabled. A question 
tabled on a Friday will appear on each day of the following week.) 


1. Mr. Warner—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister of the Environment 
please table the Report of the Environmental Assessment Advisory Com- 
mittee on the question of designating the Brimley Road/Highway 401 Inter- 
change subject to the Environmental Assessment Act, and further will the 
Minister also table a signed copy of the original letter which reports the 
Minister’s decision on the above-mentioned Report. June 10th, 1985. 
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GOVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS 


Resuming the Adjourned Debate on the Amendment to the Amendment to the 
Motion for an Address in Reply to the Speech of the Honourable the Lieuten- 
ant Governor at the Opening of the Session. 


Second Reading Bill 1, An Act to revise the Family Law Reform Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 3, An Act respecting Actions arising from Transboundary 
Pollution between Ontario and reciprocating Jurisdictions. Mr. Pope. 
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PRIVATE MEMBERS’ PUBLIC BILLS AND ORDERS 


Second Reading Bill 2, An Act to amend the Human Tissue Gift Act. Mr. 
Van Horne. 


Second Reading Bill 4, An Act respecting Advertising by Governmental 
Organizations. Mr. Foulds. 


Second Reading Bill 5, An Act to amend the Election Finances Reform Act. 
Mr. Foulds. 


Second Reading Bill 6, An Act respecting the Rights of Non-Unionized 
Workers. Mr. Haggerty. 


NOTICES 
PRIVATE MEMBERS’ MOTIONS 


1. Mr. Johnston (Scarborough West)—Resolution—That in the opinion of this 
House, the Province of Ontario, Canada, should declare itself a Nuclear 
Arms Free Zone, and the Government should prohibit the deployment of 
nuclear weapons in Ontario, the testing of nuclear weapons and associated 
equipment in the Province, the construction of nuclear weapons and associ- 
ated equipment, the transport of nuclear weapons and associated equipment 
through and within the Province, and the export of goods and materials for 
use in the construction and deployment of nuclear arms. In addition, the 
Province should encourage cities, provinces and states throughout the world 
to initiate similar action. 


2. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
access to health care treatment and facilities should be a right and not a priv- 
ilege, and should not be subject to geographic or economic barriers, the Gov- 
ernment of Ontario should incorporate as a fully-insured service under 
OHIP the cost of medically necessary travel, as determined by a qualified 
physician, in excess of 200 miles; and further that the Government should 
begin by instituting such coverage for residents of Northern Ontario (that is 
for those living in the Territorial Districts north of the French River) within 
six months of the passage of this resolution and that coverage for the rest of 
the province be phased in over a four-year period; and further that in the 
case of a child needing such medically necessary travel, the Government give 
consideration to covering the costs of travel for one parent or guardian of 
such a child. 


3. Mr. Warner—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, considering the 
continuing Turkish occupation of Cyprus and the unknown fate of 2,000 
missing Cypriots, the Government of Ontario should express concern about 
the continuing illegal Turkish colonization of Cyprus, and the latest seces- 
sionist movement of the Denktash regime, by: (1) urging the Government of 
Canada to support measures for the implementation of the U.N. resolutions 
on Cyprus; (2) calling upon the Turkish Government to provide immediate 
information on the missing Cypriots which according to indisputable evi- 
dence are held by Turkish authorities contrary to international law; (3) call- 
ing upon the Turkish Government to respect the human rights provision of 
the Helsinki accord, especially in regards to Cyprus; (4) calling upon the 
Turkish Government to cease immediately further colonization of Cyprus — 
and to withdraw all illegal colonists, transplanted with a view to changing 
the demographic nature of the Island; (5) condemning the new secessionist 
movement of the so-called “Federated State of Northern Cyprus”; and (6) 
calling upon the Government of Canada to cease further negotiations with _ 

the Turkish Government on the sale of a nuclear reactor, until the latter 
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complies with the U.N. resolutions on Cyprus and shows a respect for inter- 
national law. 


4. Ms. Bryden—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
part-time workers in both the public and private sector are discriminated 
against by the denial of many benefits and rights provided to other workers 
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in the same establishment, a Charter of Rights for Part-Time Workers be 
added to both the Employment Standards Act and the Labour Relations Act 
to provide pro rata benefits and collective bargaining rights to such workers 
and that they be made eligible for severance pay and retraining and readjust- 
ment programs provided for other workers displaced by technological 
change in the same establishment. 


5. Mr. Epp—Resolution—That this House authorizes that a Proclamation be 
issued by the Governor General under the Great Seal of Canada amending 
Section 7 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms to read as 
follows: 


7. Everyone has the right to life, liberty, security of the person and enjoy- 
ment of property and the right not be deprived thereof except in accord- 
ance with the principles of fundamental justice, 


and urges that the Senate and House of Commons and the Legislative 
Assemblies of the other provinces do likewise. 
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MOTIONS RELATING TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE REPORT 
UPON THE REDISTRIBUTION OF ONTARIO INTO ELECTORAL 
DISTRICTS 


1. Mr. Yakabuski—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection 
to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew South on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Renfrew South 
which have existed since 1867. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the question of 
the ease of transportation and communication within the larger pro- 
posed Electoral District of Renfrew, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in the Assembly. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to and indeed did 
ignore the question of community of interest. Historically and socially, 
the residents of Renfrew South have never been closely tied or had a 
common community of interest with the residents of Renfrew North. 
Further, the Townships of Bagot and Blithfield, McNab and West 
Carleton, the Village Braeside and the Town of Arnprior have always 
had close ties with the other municipalities within the Electoral District 
of Renfrew South. 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to written repre- 
sentations or to oral representations made to the Commission during the 
public sittings that were held in Ottawa in May, 1984. 


5. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the population quota in 
determining boundaries for the proposed Electoral District of Renfrew. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 

Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 

Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) ' 

John Turner (Peterborough) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry) 
Doug Wiseman (Lanark) 
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2. Mr. Gregory—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Mississauga East on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that 
established the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating a distinct and separate community, the former Town 
of Malton, with traditional organized neighbourhoods represented by 
homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the existing 
Riding of Mississauga East. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16th, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area north of Eglinton Avenue with 
the current Riding of Mississauga East. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16th, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influ- 
ence of existing major roadways, Highway No. 10 on the west and the 
Queen Elizabeth Highway on the south, which have tended to serve as 
natural geographic barriers between communities of people. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly by combining the northern portion of 
the City of Mississauga, an area expected to experience growth in popu- 
lation with an existing riding where population growth is expected to be, 
at the most, minimal. In so doing the Commission has placed Missis- 
sauga East Riding within the upper range of the population guidelines 
established by the Commission foregoing expected future growth consid- 
erations. 


6. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
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by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
boundaries which serve to separate and distinguish neighbourhood 
organizations. By amalgaming a large portion of Ward 5 with Ward 3 
and displacing Wards 4 and 7 of the existing Riding, it appears that the 
Commission failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on 
the Member of the Provincial Parliament for the Riding in question, 
thereby rendering more difficult adequate representation of the people 
in Parliament. 


7. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of electoral districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative 
Assembly by existing the northern boundary of the Riding to the city 
limit, despite the fact that the current northern boundary, Eglinton 
Avenue or any configuration thereof between such and Burnhamthorpe 
Road East, represents a natural extension in comparison to existing 
ward boundaries, and preserves the physical, social and economic cohe- 
sion of the present electoral district. 


8. The Commission failed to give due consideration to special geographic 
considerations, including the accessibility of such regions or the size or 
shape thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (h) of the June 
16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by increasing the size 
of the riding in north-south terms and reducing the riding east-west 
community links and adding a community at the north end separated 
from the rest of the riding by the Pearson International Airport and 
Highway No. 401. 


At the same time, the Commission failed to facilitate the need for ease of 
transportation and communication, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


9. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 
Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 
Leo Bernier (Kenora) 
Gordon Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 
Susan Fish (St. George) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 
Robert Runciman (Leeds) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


3. Mr. Pollock—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 


4. 


9 


provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Hastings-Peterborough on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 


economic and community of interest factors, thus making difficult ade- 
quate representation in the Legislature. 


. By removing four municipalities from south Hastings (Thurlow, Tyen- 


dinaga, Tyendinaga Indian Reserve and Deseronto) the Commission 
ignored the geography of the region in that these municipalities are sepa- 
rated from Prince Edward-Lennox by the Bay of Quinte. Historically 
these municipalities have always been part of the former Hastings rid- 
ings prior to the enlargement to Hastings-Peterborough. As to com- 
munity of interests, all municipalities except the Reserve have repre- 
sentation in Hastings County Council and Hastings County Board of 
Education. The Moira River Conservation Authority covers all of this 
area. Provincial Government offices in Belleville and Stirling, rather 
than Picton serve these municipalities. Telephone access from each of 
these municipalities to the county seat and to each other is without 
charge. Population is increasing due to proximity to the City of Belle- 
ville. 


. By adding a portion of the City of Peterborough the Commission failed 


to consider community of interests. Hastings-Peterborough is a large 
rural constituency, composed of small villages and townships. Another 
township and village such as Lakefield, would reduce the pressure on 
the Peterborough Riding while preserving common interests. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to representa- 


tions made to it during public hearings in May, 1984. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the Act in question. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Terry O’Connor (Oakville) 

Peter Partington (Brock) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 


Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 


Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


Mr. Conway—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
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respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew North on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province of Ontario. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tions made to it with respect to the difficulty which would be experi- 
enced by those residents in areas such as Chalk River, Deep River and 
Stonecliffe if they were to be aligned with the new riding of Parry 
Sound-Nipissing-Renfrew. Residents in these and other rural areas in 
Renfrew North would be further disadvantaged because of geographic 
location if they were to be realigned and would be without the kind of 
representation in the Legislature to which they are entitled. 


3. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to both written 
and oral presentations made to it during the public hearings in Ottawa 
in the month of May, 1984. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Jim Bradley (St. Catharines) 

Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Herbert A. Epp (Waterloo North) 
Barnard Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Raymond L. Haggerty (Erie) 

Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 
Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Gordon D. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Robert F. Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 
Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 
Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 

Jack Riddell (Huron Middlesex) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 

Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

John Sweeney (Kitchener-Wilmot) 
Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 


5. Myr. McLean—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Simcoe East on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the geographic and 
topographical factors when planning the redistribution of this electoral 
boundary in the Province. By ignoring these natural factors, the means 


11 


of communication and accessibility is hampered and thereby rendering 
more difficult adequate representation of the people in the Provincial 
Parliament. As currently proposed, the representative would have to 
travel through the Electoral District of Muskoka in order to reach the 
new parts of the District. These factors are specifically provided for in 
the Terms of Reference established by the House. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the traditional and 
historical significance felt by both the Town of Midland and the City of 
Orillia after having shared one hundred and five years together in the 
same Electoral District. Existing and traditional boundaries are specifi- 
cally provided for in the Terms of Reference established by the House. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Reuben C. Baetz (Ottawa West) 

Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

W. Donald Cousens (York Centre) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 
Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 
Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings Peterborough) 
W. Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


iz 
QUESTIONS 


(Questions are to appear on the day after they are tabled and on every 

subsequent day in the week they are tabled and then subsequently only on each 

Monday until an Answer (other than an Interim Answer) is tabled. A question 
tabled on a Friday will appear on each day of the following week.) 


1. Mr. Warner—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister of the Environment 
please table the Report of the Environmental Assessment Advisory Com- 
mittee on the question of designating the Brimley Road/Highway 401 Inter- 
change subject to the Environmental Assessment Act, and further will the 
Minister also table a signed copy of the original letter which reports the 
Minister’s decision on the above-mentioned Report. June 10th, 1985. 


2. Mr. Cooke (Windsor-Riverside)—Enquiry of the Ministry—Would the Minis- 
ter of Health table the minutes of all meetings of the Interim Board of the 
New District Hospital in Timmins. This Board was appointed in Septem- 
ber, 1983. June 11th, 1985. 


3. Mr. Cooke (Windsor-Riverside}—Enquiry of the Ministry—Would the Minis- 
ter of Health table a list of all appointments by the Minister of Health in 
Ontario from February 1st, 1985, until May 30th, 1985. June 11th, 1985. 
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GOVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS 


Resuming the Adjourned Debate on the Amendment to the Amendment to the 
Motion for an Address in Reply to the Speech of the Honourable the Lieuten- 
ant Governor at the Opening of the Session. 


Second Reading Bill 1, An Act to revise the Family Law Reform Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 3, An Act respecting Actions arising from Transboundary 
Pollution between Ontario and reciprocating Jurisdictions. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 7, An Act to amend certain Ontario Statutes to conform 
to section 15 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Mr. Pope. 


Second Reading Bill 8, An Act to amend certain Ontario Statutes to conform 
to section 6 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Mr. Pope. 


Second Reading Bill 9, An Act to establish the Ministry of Skills Development. 
Mr. Gillies. 
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PRIVATE MEMBERS’ PUBLIC BILLS AND ORDERS 


Second Reading Bill 2, An Act to amend the Human Tissue Gift Act. Mr. 
Van Horne. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 4, An Act respecting Advertising by Governmental 
Organizations. Mr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 5, An Act to amend the Election Finances Reform Act. 
Mr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 6, An Act respecting the Rights of Non-Unionized 
Workers. Myr. Haggerty. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 10, An Act to amend the Labour Relations Act. Mr. 
Haggerty. 


NOTICES 
PRIVATE MEMBERS’ MOTIONS 


1. Mr. Johnston (Scarborough West)}—Resolution—That in the opinion of this 
House, the Province of Ontario, Canada, should declare itself a Nuclear 
Arms Free Zone, and the Government should prohibit the deployment of 
nuclear weapons in Ontario, the testing of nuclear weapons and associated 
equipment in the Province, the construction of nuclear weapons and associ- 
ated equipment, the transport of nuclear weapons and associated equipment 
through and within the Province, and the export of goods and materials for 
use in the construction and deployment of nuclear arms. In addition, the 
Province should encourage cities, provinces and states throughout the world 
to initiate similar action. 





2. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
access to health care treatment and facilities should be a right and not a priv- 
ilege, and should not be subject to geographic or economic barriers, the Gov- 
ernment of Ontario should incorporate as a fully-insured service under 
OHIP the cost of medically necessary travel, as determined by a qualified 
physician, in excess of 200 miles; and further that the Government should 
begin by instituting such coverage for residents of Northern Ontario (that is 
for those living in the Territorial Districts north of the French River) within 
six months of the passage of this resolution and that coverage for the rest of 
the province be phased in over a four-year period; and further that in the 
case of a child needing such medically necessary travel, the Government give 
consideration to covering the costs of travel for one parent or guardian of 
such a child. 





3. Mr. Warner—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, considering the 
continuing Turkish occupation of Cyprus and the unknown fate of 2,000 
missing Cypriots, the Government of Ontario should express -concern about 
the continuing illegal Turkish colonization of Cyprus, and the latest seces- 
sionist movement of the Denktash regime, by: (1) urging the Government of 
Canada to support measures for the implementation of the U.N. resolutions 
on Cyprus; (2) calling upon the Turkish Government to provide immediate 
information on the missing Cypriots which according to indisputable evi- 
dence are held by Turkish authorities contrary to international law; (3) call- 
ing upon the Turkish Government to respect the human rights provision of 
the Helsinki accord, especially in regards to Cyprus; (4) calling upon the 
Turkish Government to cease immediately further colonization of Cyprus 
and to withdraw all illegal colonists, transplanted with a view to changing 
the demographic nature of the Island; (5) condemning the new secessionist 
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movement of the so-called “Federated State of Northern Cyprus”; and (6) 
calling upon the Government of Canada to cease further negotiations with 
the Turkish Government on the sale of a nuclear reactor, until the latter 
complies with the U.N. resolutions on Cyprus and shows a respect for inter- 
national law. ( 


4. Ms. Bryden—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
part-time workers in both the public and private sector are discriminated 
against by the denial of many benefits and rights provided to other workers 
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in the same establishment, a Charter of Rights for Part-Time Workers be 
added to both the Employment Standards Act and the Labour Relations Act 
to provide pro rata benefits and collective bargaining rights to such workers 
and that they be made eligible for severance pay and retraining and readjust- 
ment programs provided for other workers displaced by technological 
change in the same establishment. 


5. Mr. Epp—Resolution—That this House authorizes that a Proclamation be 
issued by the Governor General under the Great Seal of Canada amending 
Section 7 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms to read as 
follows: 


7. Everyone has the right to life, liberty, security of the person and enjoy- 
ment of property and the right not be deprived thereof except in accord- 
ance with the principles of fundamental justice, 


and urges that the Senate and House of Commons and the Legislative 
Assemblies of the other provinces do likewise. 


6. Mr. Van Horne—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Minister 
of Labour should appoint a board of inquiry to consider the obstacles and 
difficulties faced by Canadian football players seeking positions of C.F.L. 
teams and Canadian quarterbacks who seek positions on C.F.L. teams, the 
role played by the C.F.L.’s designated import rule in these situations, and 
possible solutions to the problems. 


7. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Federal Con- 
servative government has, by eliminating full inflation protection for Cana- 
dian pensioners, imposed unfair hardships on those least able to protect 
themselves; and therefore, this House condemns as arbitrary and _ill- 
conceived the budget of Michael Wilson which takes money out of the pock- 
ets of pensioners while providing more tax giveaways to the wealthy; 
strongly calls upon the Government of Canada to abandon its intention to 
de-index pensions and urges the Government of Ontario to make the strong- 
est possible representation to the Government of Canada to re-affirm the 
Federal Conservative government’s election promise to protect Canadian 
pensioners. 
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MOTIONS RELATING TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE REPORT 
UPON THE REDISTRIBUTION OF ONTARIO INTO ELECTORAL 
DISTRICTS 


1. Mr. Yakabuski—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection 
to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew South on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 





1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Renfrew South 
which have existed since 1867. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the question of 
the ease of transportation and communication within the larger pro- 
posed Electoral District of Renfrew, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in the Assembly. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to and indeed did 
ignore the question of community of interest. Historically and socially, 
the residents of Renfrew South have never been closely tied or had a 
common community of interest with the residents of Renfrew North. 
Further, the Townships of Bagot and Blithfield, McNab and West 
Carleton, the Village Braeside and the Town of Arnprior have always 
had close ties with the other municipalities within the Electoral District 
of Renfrew South. 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to written repre- 
sentations or to oral representations made to the Commission during the 
public sittings that were held in Ottawa in May, 1984. 





5. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the population quota in 
determining boundaries for the proposed Electoral District of Renfrew. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) ( 
Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 

Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) | 
John Turner (Peterborough) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry) ) 
Doug Wiseman (Lanark) ; 
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2. Mr. Gregory—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Mississauga East on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that 
established the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating a distinct and separate community, the former Town 
of Malton, with traditional organized neighbourhoods represented by 
homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the existing 
Riding of Mississauga East. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16th, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area north of Eglinton Avenue with 
the current Riding of Mississauga East. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16th, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influ- 
ence of existing major roadways, Highway No. 10 on the west and the 
Queen Elizabeth Highway on the south, which have tended to serve as 
natural geographic barriers between communities of people. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly by combining the northern portion of 
the City of Mississauga, an area expected to experience growth in popu- 
lation with an existing riding where population growth is expected to be, 
at the most, minimal. In so doing the Commission has placed Missis- 

_ sauga East Riding within the upper range of the population guidelines 
established by the Commission foregoing expected future growth consid- 
erations. 


6. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
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by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
boundaries which serve to separate and distinguish neighbourhood 
organizations. By amalgaming a large portion of Ward 5 with Ward 3 
and displacing Wards 4 and 7 of the existing Riding, it appears that the 
Commission failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on 
the Member of the Provincial Parliament for the Riding in question, 
thereby rendering more difficult adequate representation of the people 
in Parliament. 


7. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of electoral districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative 
Assembly by existing the northern boundary of the Riding to the city 
limit, despite the fact that the current northern boundary, Eglinton 
Avenue or any configuration thereof between such and Burnhamthorpe 
Road East, represents a natural extension in comparison to existing 
ward boundaries, and preserves the physical, social and economic cohe- 
sion of the present electoral district. 


8. The Commission failed to give due consideration to special geographic 
considerations, including the accessibility of such regions or the size or 
shape thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (h) of the June 
16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by increasing the size 
of the riding in north-south terms and reducing the riding east-west 
community links and adding a community at the north end separated 
from the rest of the riding by the Pearson International Airport and 
Highway No. 401. 


At the same time, the Commission failed to facilitate the need for ease of 
transportation and communication, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 





9. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 
Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 
Leo Bernier (Kenora) 
Gordon Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 
Susan Fish (St. George) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 
Robert Runciman (Leeds) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


3. Mr. Pollock—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
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provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Hastings-Peterborough on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 


economic and community of interest factors, thus making difficult ade- 
quate representation in the Legislature. 


. By removing four municipalities from south Hastings (Thurlow, Tyen- 


dinaga, Tyendinaga Indian Reserve and Deseronto) the Commission 
ignored the geography of the region in that these municipalities are sepa- 
rated from Prince Edward-Lennox by the Bay of Quinte. Historically 
these municipalities have always been part of the former Hastings rid- 
ings prior to the enlargement to Hastings-Peterborough. As to com- 
munity of interests, all municipalities except the Reserve have repre- 
sentation in Hastings County Council and Hastings County Board of 
Education. The Moira River Conservation Authority covers all of this 
area. Provincial Government offices in Belleville and Stirling, rather 
than Picton serve these municipalities. Telephone access from each of 
these municipalities to the county seat and to each other is without 
charge. Population is increasing due to proximity to the City of Belle- 
ville. 


. By adding a portion of the City of Peterborough the Commission failed 


to consider community of interests. Hastings-Peterborough is a large 
rural constituency, composed of small villages and townships. Another 
township and village such as Lakefield, would reduce the pressure on 
the Peterborough Riding while preserving common interests. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to representa- 


tions made to it during public hearings in May, 1984. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the Act in question. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
David McFadden (Eglinton) 
Terry O’Connor (Oakville) 
Peter Partington (Brock) 


‘Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 


Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


Mr. Conway—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
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respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew North on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 


geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province of Ontario. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 


tions made to it with respect to the difficulty which would be experi- 
enced by those residents in areas such as Chalk River, Deep River and 
Stonecliffe if they were to be aligned with the new riding of Parry 
Sound-Nipissing-Renfrew. Residents in these and other rural areas in 
Renfrew North would be further disadvantaged because of geographic 
location if they were to be realigned and would be without the kind of 
representation in the Legislature to which they are entitled. 


. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to both written 


and oral presentations made to it during the public hearings in Ottawa 
in the month of May, 1984. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Jim Bradley (St. Catharines) 

Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Herbert A. Epp (Waterloo North) 
Barnard Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Raymond L. Haggerty (Erie) 

Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 
Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Gordon D. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Robert F. Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 
Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 
Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 

Jack Riddell (Huron Middlesex) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 

Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

John Sweeney (Kitchener-Wilmot) 
Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 


Mr. McLean—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Simcoe East on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the geographic and 


topographical factors when planning the redistribution of this electoral 
boundary in the Province. By ignoring these natural factors, the means 
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of communication and accessibility is hampered and thereby rendering 
more difficult adequate representation of the people in the Provincial 
Parliament. As currently proposed, the representative would have to 
travel through the Electoral District of Muskoka in order to reach the 
new parts of the District. These factors are specifically provided for in 
the Terms of Reference established by the House. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the traditional and 
historical significance felt by both the Town of Midland and the City of 
Orillia after having shared one hundred and five years together in the 
same Electoral District. Existing and traditional boundaries are specifi- 
cally provided for in the Terms of Reference established by the House. 


3. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Reuben C. Baetz (Ottawa West) 

Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

W. Donald Cousens (York Centre) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 
Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 
Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings Peterborough) 
W. Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


6. Mr. Brandt—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Sarnia on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the geographic, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion; 


2. In particular, with respect to the proposal to split the Township of Sar- 
nia between the ridings of Sarnia and Lambton, the Commission failed 
to recognize: 

(i) historical and existing municipal boundaries; 


(ii) the existing and traditional boundaries of Electoral Districts; and 


(iii) the varying conditions and requirements regarding representation 
as between urban and rural Electoral Districts. 
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3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to maintaining 
the historic, geographic and demographic linkages, both within the 
Township of Sarnia, and as an integral part of the present riding of 
Sarnia; 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the course of the Public 
Hearings; 





5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the intent and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Robert Elgie (York East) 

Susan Fish (St. George) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
Alan Pope (Cochrane South) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 





7. Mr. Barlow—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Cambridge on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
electoral boundaries which have remained virtually unchanged, both 
provincially and federally, since 1867. 


2. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the importance of 
North Dumfries being geographically located within the Regional 
Municipality of Waterloo and has failed to recognize that the residents 
pay part of the their municipal taxes to the Region and their school taxes 
to either the Waterloo County Board of Education or the Waterloo 
County Separate School Board. 


3. The Commission failed to recognize that the removal of part of North 
Dumfries from the Cambridge Riding would, in fact remove the rights 
of the residents of that part of North Dumfries from representation in 
the Provincial Legislature by a member who is also a resident of the 
Regional Municipality of Waterloo. | 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the population 
trends of North Dumfries, which has remained stable, at less than 5,000 
for many years. 
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5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the changing popu- 
lation trends in the balance of the Regional Municipality of Waterloo 
and failed to recognize that by 1991, the next census year, the Region 
will have sufficient population to require an additional provincial Rid- 
ing at which time North Dumfries will be moved to yet another Elec- 
toral District. 


6. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the average popula- 
tion quota (plus or minus 25%) as required by the June 16th, 1983 Reso- 
lution of the Legislative Assembly. Based on the average population of 
the 66,347 both Cambridge and Brant-Haldimand would be within the 
quota regardless of which Riding North Dumfries was located in. 


7. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 

Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Allan McLean (Simcoe East) 

Jack Pierce (Rainy River) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry) 


8. Mr. Henderson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection 
to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Etobicoke East on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the traditional 
and historic community of Humber and failed to respect the historic 
bonds linking the people on the western bank of the Humber River. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the cultural 
and ethnic links uniting the people west of Islington Avenue with the 
Electoral District of Etobicoke West, and thereby forced an artificial 
juxtaposition of those neighbourhoods with the community of Humber 
thereby compromising adequate representation in the Assembly. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the cultural 
and ethnic links between the people of the area bounded by Eglinton 
Avenue on the south, and the Macdonald-Cartier Freeway on the north- 
west, those neighbourhoods being more appropriately linked with the 
parts of the Electoral District of Etobicoke East which lie north of 
Eglinton Avenue. The ethnic, religious and cultural nature of the area 
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of Etobicoke lying north of Eglinton Avenue is homogeneous, and exist- 
ing cultural, neighbourhood, and transportation links render this area 
very much a unit in terms of appropriate continuity of Assembly repre- 
sentation. 


4. The Commission may have given too much emphasis to population quo- 
tas in determing boundaries for the southerly electoral districts in Etobi- 
coke. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Gordon I. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 
Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

Larry South (Frontenac-Addington) 


9. Mr. Cooke (Windsor-Riverside)—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the 
House of November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an 
objection to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries 
Commission respecting the Electoral District of Windsor-Riverside on the 
grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the physical, social 
and economic cohesion in many of the proposed electoral districts and 
seemed to, and indeed did ignore the matter of community of interests, 
thus making more difficult the adequate representation of the people in 
the Legislative Assembly. 


2. By removing the area south of the CNR tracks, and north of Tecumseh 
Road between Walker Road and Norman Road while leaving in the 
area between the Detroit River and the CNR tracks and the area south 
of Tecumseh Road. To do this ignores physical, social and economic 
cohesion and ignores community of interest. 


3. The Commission ignored the representations made to the Commission 
on behalf of various individuals and groups, none of whom made pro- 
posals similar to the Commission’s proposals. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 
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Richard Allen (Hamilton West) 

Michael J. Breaugh (Oshawa) 

Brian A. Charlton (Hamilton Mountain) 
Jim Foulds (Port Arthur) 

Evelyn Gigantes (Ottawa Centre) 

Floyd Laughren (Nickel Belt) 

Bob Mackenzie (Hamilton East) 

Elie W. Marter (Sudbury East) 

Ross McClellan (Bellwoods) 


10. Mr. Jackson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Burlington South on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Burlington South 
which have existed since 1874. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Region of Halton, fac- 
tors which are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) 
through (h), in the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly that established the Commission. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly by amalgamating a district and separate community, the Riding of 
Oakville South, with a traditional organized neighbourhood represented 
by the East Burlington Ratepayers Association, known as Ward 8, con- 
tained in the Riding of Burlington South. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal 
ward boundaries which serve to separate and distinguish neighbour- 
hood organizations. By amalgamating Ward 8 of the existing Burlington 
South Riding with the new Riding of Oakville South the Commission 
failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on the members 
of the Provincial Parliament for the Oakville South Riding, thereby ren- 
dering more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parlia- 
ment. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication by failing to recognize the absence of any significant com- 
munications that exist between and in any way unite the area known as 
Ward 8 currently in Burlington South and proposed by the Commission 
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for inclusion with Oakville South, thereby rendering more difficult ade- 
quate representation of the people in Parliament. 


. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the specific boundary 
lines as suggested by the Four-district Plan submitted by the Regional 
Municipality of Halton in determing boundaries for the proposed Elec- 
toral District of Burlington South. 


. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the population quota in 
determining boundaries for the proposed Electoral District of Burling- 
ton South. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


William C. Davis (Scarborough Centre) 
Robert Elgie (York East) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
Allan McLean (Simcoe East) 

Terrance P. O’Connor (Oakville) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Earl W. Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 








17 
QUESTIONS 


(Questions are to appear on the day after they are tabled and on every 

subsequent day in the week they are tabled and then subsequently only on each 

Monday until an Answer (other than an Interim Answer) is tabled. A question 
tabled on a Friday will appear on each day of the following week.) 


1. Mr. Warner—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister of the Environment 
please table the Report of the Environmental Assessment Advisory Com- 
mittee on the question of designating the Brimley Road/Highway 401 Inter- 
change subject to the Environmental Assessment Act, and further will the 
Minister also table a signed copy of the original letter which reports the 
Minister’s decision on the above-mentioned Report. June 10th, 1985. 


2. Mr. Cooke (Windsor-Riverside}—Enquiry of the Ministry—Would the Minis- 
ter of Health table the minutes of all meetings of the Interim Board of the 
New District Hospital in Timmins. This Board was appointed in Septem- 
ber, 1983. June 11th, 1985. 


3. Mr. Cooke (Windsor-Riverside}-—Enquiry of the Ministry—Would the Minis- 
ter of Health table a list of all appointments by the Minister of Health in 
Ontario from February 1st, 1985, until May 30th, 1985. June 11th, 1985. 
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GOVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS 


Resuming the Adjourned Debate on the Amendment to the Amendment to the 
Motion for an Address in Reply to the Speech of the Honourable the Lieuten- 
ant Governor at the Opening of the Session. 


Second Reading Bill 1, An Act to revise the Family Law Reform Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 3, An Act respecting Actions arising from Transboundary 
Pollution between Ontario and reciprocating Jurisdictions. Myr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 7, An Act to amend certain Ontario Statutes to conform 
to section 15 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Mr. Pope. 


Second Reading Bill 8, An Act to amend certain Ontario Statutes to conform 
to section 6 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 9, An Act to establish the Ministry of Skills Development. 
Mr. Gillies. PRINTED. 
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PRIVATE MEMBERS’ PUBLIC BILLS AND ORDERS 


Second Reading Bill 2, An Act to amend the Human Tissue Gift Act. Mr. 
Van Horne. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 4, An Act respecting Advertising by Governmental 
Organizations. Mr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 5, An Act to amend the Election Finances Reform Act. 
Mr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 6, An Act respecting the Rights of Non-Unionized 
Workers. Mr. Haggerty. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 10, An Act to amend the Labour Relations Act. Mr. 
Haggerty. PRINTED. 


NOTICES 
PRIVATE MEMBERS’ MOTIONS 


1. Mr. Johnston (Scarborough West)—Resolution—That in the opinion of this 
House, the Province of Ontario, Canada, should declare itself a Nuclear 
Arms Free Zone, and the Government should prohibit the deployment of 
nuclear weapons in Ontario, the testing of nuclear weapons and associated 
equipment in the Province, the construction of nuclear weapons and associ- 
ated equipment, the transport of nuclear weapons and associated equipment 
through and within the Province, and the export of goods and materials for 
use in the construction and deployment of nuclear arms. In addition, the 
Province should encourage cities, provinces and states throughout the world 
to initiate similar action. 


2. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
access to health care treatment and facilities should be a right and not a priv- 
ilege, and should not be subject to geographic or economic barriers, the Gov- 
ernment of Ontario should incorporate as a fully-insured service under 
OHIP the cost of medically necessary travel, as determined by a qualified 
physician, in excess of 200 miles; and further that the Government should 
begin by instituting such coverage for residents of Northern Ontario (that is 
for those living in the Territorial Districts north of the French River) within 
six months of the passage of this resolution and that coverage for the rest of 
the province be phased in over a four-year period; and further that in the 
case of a child needing such medically necessary travel, the Government give 
consideration to covering the costs of travel for one parent or guardian of 
such a child. 


3. Mr. Warner—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, considering the 
continuing Turkish occupation of Cyprus and the unknown fate of 2,000 
missing Cypriots, the Government of Ontario should express concern about 
the continuing illegal Turkish colonization of Cyprus, and the latest seces- 
sionist movement of the Denktash regime, by: (1) urging the Government of 
Canada to support measures for the implementation of the U.N. resolutions 
on Cyprus; (2) calling upon the Turkish Government to provide immediate 
information on the missing Cypriots which according to indisputable evi- 
dence are held by Turkish authorities contrary to international law; (3) call- 
ing upon the Turkish Government to respect the human rights provision of 
the Helsinki accord, especially in regards to Cyprus; (4) calling upon the 
Turkish Government to cease immediately further colonization of Cyprus 
and to withdraw all illegal colonists, transplanted with a view to changing 
the demographic nature of the Island; (5) condemning the new secessionist 
movement of the so-called “Federated State of Northern Cyprus”; and (6) 
calling upon the Government of Canada to cease further negotiations with 
the Turkish Government on the sale of a nuclear reactor, until the latter 
complies with the U.N. resolutions on Cyprus and shows a respect for inter- 
national law. 


4. Ms. Bryden—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
part-time workers in both the public and private sector are discriminated 
against by the denial of many benefits and rights provided to other workers 
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in the same establishment, a Charter of Rights for Part-Time Workers be 
added to both the Employment Standards Act and the Labour Relations Act 
to provide pro rata benefits and collective bargaining rights to such workers 
and that they be made eligible for severance pay and retraining and readjust- 
ment programs provided for other workers displaced by technological 
change in the same establishment. 


5. Mr. Epp—Resolution—That this House authorizes that a Proclamation be 
issued by the Governor General under the Great Seal of Canada amending 
Section 7 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms to read as 
follows: 


7. Everyone has the right to life, liberty, security of the person and enjoy- 
ment of property and the right not be deprived thereof except in accord- 
ance with the principles of fundamental justice, 


and urges that the Senate and House of Commons and the Legislative 
Assemblies of the other provinces do likewise. 


6. Mr. Van Horne—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Minister 
of Labour should appoint a board of inquiry to consider the obstacles and 
difficulties faced by Canadian football players seeking positions of C.F.L. 
teams and Canadian quarterbacks who seek positions on C.F.L. teams, the 
role played by the C.F.L.’s designated import rule in these situations, and 
possible solutions to the problems. 


7. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Federal Con- 
i servative government has, by eliminating full inflation protection for Cana- 
dian pensioners, imposed unfair hardships on those least able to protect 
themselves; and therefore, this House condemns as arbitrary and _ill- 
conceived the budget of Michael Wilson which takes money out of the pock- 
ets of pensioners while providing more tax giveaways to the wealthy; 
strongly calls upon the Government of Canada to abandon its intention to 
de-index pensions and urges the Government of Ontario to make the strong- 
est possible representation to the Government of Canada to re-affirm the 
Federal Conservative government’s election promise to protect Canadian 
pensioners. 
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MOTIONS RELATING TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE REPORT 
UPON THE REDISTRIBUTION OF ONTARIO INTO ELECTORAL 
DISTRICTS 


1. Mr. Yakabuski—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection 
to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew South on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Renfrew South 
which have existed since 1867. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the question of 
the ease of transportation and communication within the larger pro- 
posed Electoral District of Renfrew, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in the Assembly. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to and indeed did 
ignore the question of community of interest. Historically and socially, 
the residents of Renfrew South have never been closely tied or had a 
common community of interest with the residents of Renfrew North. 
Further, the Townships of Bagot and Blithfield, McNab and West 
Carleton, the Village Braeside and the Town of Arnprior have always 
had close ties with the other municipalities within the Electoral District 
of Renfrew South. 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to written repre- 
sentations or to oral representations made to the Commission during the 
public sittings that were held in Ottawa in May, 1984. 





5. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the population quota in 
determining boundaries for the proposed Electoral District of Renfrew. | 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. | 
| 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 

Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 

Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

John Turner (Peterborough) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry) 
Doug Wiseman (Lanark) 
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2. Mr. Gregory—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Mississauga East on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that 
established the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating a distinct and separate community, the former Town 
of Malton, with traditional organized neighbourhoods represented by 
homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the existing 
Riding of Mississauga East. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16th, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area north of Eglinton Avenue with 
the current Riding of Mississauga East. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16th, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influ- 
ence of existing major roadways, Highway No. 10 on the west and the 
Queen Elizabeth Highway on the south, which have tended to serve as 
natural geographic barriers between communities of people. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly by combining the northern portion of 
the City of Mississauga, an area expected to experience growth in popu- 
lation with an existing riding where population growth is expected to be, 
at the most, minimal. In so doing the Commission has placed Missis- 
sauga East Riding within the upper range of the population guidelines 
established by the Commission foregoing expected future growth consid- 
erations. 


6. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
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by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
boundaries which serve to separate and distinguish neighbourhood 
organizations. By amalgaming a large portion of Ward 5 with Ward 3 
and displacing Wards 4 and 7 of the existing Riding, it appears that the 
Commission failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on 
the Member of the Provincial Parliament for the Riding in question, 
thereby rendering more difficult adequate representation of the people 
in Parliament. 


7. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of electoral districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative 
Assembly by existing the northern boundary of the Riding to the city 
limit, despite the fact that the current northern boundary, Eglinton 
Avenue or any configuration thereof between such and Burnhamthorpe 
Road East, represents a natural extension in comparison to existing 
ward boundaries, and preserves the physical, social and economic cohe- 
sion of the present electoral district. 


8. The Commission failed to give due consideration to special geographic 
considerations, including the accessibility of such regions or the size or 
shape thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (h) of the June 
16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by increasing the size 
of the riding in north-south terms and reducing the riding east-west 
community links and adding a community at the north end separated 
from the rest of the riding by the Pearson International Airport and 
Highway No. 401. 


At the same time, the Commission failed to facilitate the need for ease of 
transportation and communication, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


9. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 
Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 
Leo Bernier (Kenora) 
Gordon Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 
Susan Fish (St. George) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 
Robert Runciman (Leeds) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 





3. Mr. Pollock—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 


, 





4. 
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provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Hastings-Peterborough on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 


economic and community of interest factors, thus making difficult ade- 
quate representation in the Legislature. 


. By removing four municipalities from south Hastings (Thurlow, Tyen- 


dinaga, Tyendinaga Indian Reserve and Deseronto) the Commission 
ignored the geography of the region in that these municipalities are sepa- 
rated from Prince Edward-Lennox by the Bay of Quinte. Historically 
these municipalities have always been part of the former Hastings rid- 
ings prior to the enlargement to Hastings-Peterborough. As to com- 
munity of interests, all municipalities except the Reserve have repre- 
sentation in Hastings County Council and Hastings County Board of 
Education. The Moira River Conservation Authority covers all of this 
area. Provincial Government offices in Belleville and Stirling, rather 
than Picton serve these municipalities. Telephone access from each of 
these municipalities to the county seat and to each other is without 
charge. Population is increasing due to proximity to the City of Belle- 
ville. 


. By adding a portion of the City of Peterborough the Commission failed 


to consider community of interests. Hastings-Peterborough is a large 
rural constituency, composed of small villages and townships. Another 
township and village such as Lakefield, would reduce the pressure on 
the Peterborough Riding while preserving common interests. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to representa- 


tions made to it during public hearings in May, 1984. 


_ And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the Act in question. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Terry O’Connor (Oakville) 

Peter Partington (Brock) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 


‘Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 


Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


Mr. Conway—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
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respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew North on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province of Ontario. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tions made to it with respect to the difficulty which would be experi- 
enced by those residents in areas such as Chalk River, Deep River and 
Stonecliffe if they were to be aligned with the new riding of Parry 
Sound-Nipissing-Renfrew. Residents in these and other rural areas in 
Renfrew North would be further disadvantaged because of geographic 
location if they were to be realigned and would be without the kind of 
representation in the Legislature to which they are entitled. 


3. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to both written 
and oral presentations made to it during the public hearings in Ottawa 
in the month of May, 1984. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Jim Bradley (St. Catharines) 

Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Herbert A. Epp (Waterloo North) 
Barnard Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Raymond L. Haggerty (Erie) 

Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 
Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Gordon D. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Robert F. Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 
Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 
Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 

Jack Riddell (Huron Middlesex) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 

Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

John Sweeney (Kitchener-Wilmot) 
Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 


5. Mr. McLean—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Simcoe East on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 





1. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the geographic and 
topographical factors when planning the redistribution of this electoral 
boundary in the Province. By ignoring these natural factors, the means 
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of communication and accessibility is hampered and thereby rendering 
more difficult adequate representation of the people in the Provincial 
Parliament. As currently proposed, the representative would have to 
travel through the Electoral District of Muskoka in order to reach the 
new parts of the District. These factors are specifically provided for in 
the Terms of Reference established by the House. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the traditional and 
historical significance felt by both the Town of Midland and the City of 
Orillia after having shared one hundred and five years together in the 
same Electoral District. Existing and traditional boundaries are specifi- 
cally provided for in the Terms of Reference established by the House. 


3. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Reuben C. Baetz (Ottawa West) 

Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

W. Donald Cousens (York Centre) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 
Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 
Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings Peterborough) 
W. Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


6. Mr. Brandt—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Sarnia on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the geographic, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion; 


2. In particular, with respect to the proposal to split the Township of Sar- 
nia between the ridings of Sarnia and Lambton, the Commission failed 
to recognize: 

(i) historical and existing municipal boundaries; 


(ii) the existing and traditional boundaries of Electoral Districts; and 


(iii) the varying conditions and requirements regarding representation 
as between urban and rural Electoral Districts. 
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3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to maintaining 
the historic, geographic and demographic linkages, both within the 
Township of Sarnia, and as an integral part of the present riding of 
Sarnia; 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the course of the Public 
Hearings; 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the intent and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Robert Elgie (York East) 

Susan Fish (St. George) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
Alan Pope (Cochrane South) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


7. Mr. Barlow—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Cambridge on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
electoral boundaries which have remained virtually unchanged, both 
provincially and federally, since 1867. 


2. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the importance of 
North Dumfries being geographically located within the Regional 
Municipality of Waterloo and has failed to recognize that the residents 
pay part of the their municipal taxes to the Region and their school taxes 
to either the Waterloo County Board of Education or the Waterloo 
County Separate School Board. 


3. The Commission failed to recognize that the removal of part of North 
Dumfries from the Cambridge Riding would, in fact remove the rights 
of the residents of that part of North Dumfries from representation in 
the Provincial Legislature by a member who is also a resident of the 
Regional Municipality of Waterloo. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the population 
trends of North Dumfries, which has remained stable, at less than 5,000 
for many years. 


is 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the changing popu- 
lation trends in the balance of the Regional Municipality of Waterloo 
and failed to recognize that by 1991, the next census year, the Region 
will have sufficient population to require an additional provincial Rid- 
ing at which time North Dumfries will be moved to yet another Elec- 
toral District. 


6. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the average popula- 
tion quota (plus or minus 25%) as required by the June 16th, 1983 Reso- 
lution of the Legislative Assembly. Based on the average population of 
the 66,347 both Cambridge and Brant-Haldimand would be within the 
quota regardless of which Riding North Dumfries was located in. 


7. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 

Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Allan McLean (Simcoe East) 

Jack Pierce (Rainy River) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry) 


8. Mr. Henderson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection 
to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Etobicoke East on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the traditional 
and historic community of Humber and failed to respect the historic 
bonds linking the people on the western bank of the Humber River. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the cultural 
and ethnic links uniting the people west of Islington Avenue with the 
Electoral District of Etobicoke West, and thereby forced an artificial 
juxtaposition of those neighbourhoods with the community of Humber 
thereby compromising adequate representation in the Assembly. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the cultural 
and ethnic links between the people of the area bounded by Eglinton 
Avenue on the south, and the Macdonald-Cartier Freeway on the north- 
west, those neighbourhoods being more appropriately linked with the 
parts of the Electoral District of Etobicoke East which lie north of 
Eglinton Avenue. The ethnic, religious and cultural nature of the area 
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of Etobicoke lying north of Eglinton Avenue is homogeneous, and exist- 
ing cultural, neighbourhood, and transportation links render this area 
very much a unit in terms of appropriate continuity of Assembly repre- 
sentation. 


4. The Commission may have given too much emphasis to population quo- 
tas in determing boundaries for the southerly electoral districts in Etobi- 
coke. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria- Haliburton) 
Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Bob Mc Kessock (Grey) 

Gordon I. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 
Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

Larry South (Frontenac-Addington) 


9. Mr. Cooke (Windsor-Riverside}—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the 
House of November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an 
objection to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries 
Commission respecting the Electoral District of Windsor-Riverside on the 
grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the physical, social 
and economic cohesion in many of the proposed electoral districts and 
seemed to, and indeed did ignore the matter of community of interests, 
thus making more difficult the adequate representation of the people in 
the Legislative Assembly. 


2. By removing the area south of the CNR tracks, and north of Tecumseh 
Road between Walker Road and Norman Road while leaving in the 
area between the Detroit River and the CNR tracks and the area south 
of Tecumseh Road. To do this ignores physical, social and economic 
cohesion and ignores community of interest. 


3. The Commission ignored the representations made to the Commission 
on behalf of various individuals and groups, none of whom made pro- 
posals similar to the Commission’s proposals. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 
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Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Richard Allen (Hamilton West) 

Michael J. Breaugh (Oshawa) 

Brian A. Charlton (Hamilton Mountain) 
Jim Foulds (Port Arthur) 

Evelyn Gigantes (Ottawa Centre) 

Floyd Laughren (Nickel Belt) 

Bob Mackenzie (Hamilton East) 

Elie W. Martel (Sudbury East) 

Ross McClellan (Bellwoods) 


10. Mr. Jackson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Burlington South on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Burlington South 
which have existed since 1874. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Region of Halton, fac- 
tors which are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) 
through (h), in the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly that established the Commission. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly by amalgamating a district and separate community, the Riding of 
Oakville South, with a traditional organized neighbourhood represented 
by the East Burlington Ratepayers Association, known as Ward 8, con- 
tained in the Riding of Burlington South. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal 
ward boundaries which serve to separate and distinguish neighbour- 
hood organizations. By amalgamating Ward 8 of the existing Burlington 
South Riding with the new Riding of Oakville South the Commission 
failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on the members 
of the Provincial Parliament for the Oakville South Riding, thereby ren- 
dering more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parlia- 
ment. . 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication by failing to recognize the absence of any significant com- 
munications that exist between and in any way unite the area known as 
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Ward 8 currently in Burlington South and proposed by the Commission 
for inclusion with Oakville South, thereby rendering more difficult ade- 
quate representation of the people in Parliament. 


6. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the specific boundary 
lines as suggested by the Four-district Plan submitted by the Regional 
Municipality of Halton in determing boundaries for the proposed Elec- 
toral District of Burlington South. 


7. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the population quota in 
determining boundaries for the proposed Electoral District of Burling- 
ton South. 


8. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


William C. Davis (Scarborough Centre) 
Robert Elgie (York East) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
Allan McLean (Simcoe East) 

Terrance P. O’Connor (Oakville) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Earl W. Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 


11. Mr. Timbrell—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Don Mills on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community and diversity of interests, the existing and traditional 
boundaries of the Electoral District, the special geographic considera- 
tions, and the accessibility, size and shape of the Electoral District of 
Don Mills by annexing that portion of Don Mills riding that lies north of 
Lawrence Avenue to the Electoral District of York Mills. 


The area in question, bordered by Lawrence Avenue East on the south, 
Leslie Street on the west, York Mills Road on the north, and the Don 
River on the east, should remain in the Electoral District of Don Mills 
for the following reasons: 


(a) The original Don Mills community comprised the four neighbour- 
hoods focussed on the intersection of Don Mills Road and Law- 
rence Avenue East. This area is still the heart of Don Mills, and 
the area above Lawrence Avenue East is a vital component of this 
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long established community. To divide the Electoral District along 
Lawrence Avenue East would be contrary to the Commission 
Guideline (g), violating the traditional boundaries of Electoral Dis- 
tricts, that is, the current boundary. 


(b 


~~ 


Removing the area north of Lawrence Avenue East would divide 
the area tributary to Don Mills Junior High School and Don Mills 
Collegiate. It would also split, in half, the area represented by the 
Don Mills Residents Association, another indicator of the com- 
munity identity, and thereby violate Guideline (a), of the Commis- 
sion, by failing to take into account community of interests. 


(c) The dividing of the Don Mills Community is contrary to the spirit 
of the Commission Guideline (f), which is to heed the existing 
boundaries of the municipal ward boundary, that is, Ward 10 of 
the City of North York, which is clearly focussed on the intersec- 
tion of Lawrence Avenue East and Don Mills Road. This is sup- 
ported by the fact that for municipal planning purposes, the City 
of North York includes the areas both north and south of Law- 
rence Avenue East into the “Don Mills Community”. 


(d 


—— 


Commission Guideline (h) is also brought into question here as the 
community of Don Mills is focussed on the intersection of Law- 
rence Avenue East and Don Mills Road, rather than divided by 
this landmark. The proposed boundary is blatantly contrary to the 
accessibility, size and shape of the community of Don Mills. 


2. The proposed electoral boundary in the south end of the Electoral Dis- 
trict of Don Mills is another example of the Commission’s failure to fol- 
low the guidelines established by the House. 


Objection is made to this boundary, which effectively severs the area 
bounded by Woodbine Avenue on the west, Taylor Creek park on the 
north, Chisholm Avenue on the east, and Lumsden Avenue on the 
south. The grounds for this objection are that the proposed boundary is 
contrary to both Guidelines (a) and (f). This community is known as the 
“Cedarvale Area” of the Borough of East York, and is focussed on the 
community facilities available at the corner of Cosburn and Cedarvale 
Avenues; namely the Stan Wadlow Clubhouse, the East York Curling 
Club, the Memorial Arena, the Kiwanis swimming pool, and Parkside 
Public School, all of which are located adjacent to that intersection. To 
cut this neighbourhood in half as proposed would be to confuse the elec- 
torate of the “Cedarvale Community” as to which Electoral District they 
belong, and is contrary to Guidelines (a) and (g). 


Moreover, the proposed southern boundary is even contrary to Guide- 
line (f), as it does not follow the new municipal ward boundaries 
between Wards 1 and 2 of the Borough of East York. The Commission 
should maintain the existing southern boundary running from the inter- 
section of Woodbine Avenue and O’Connor Drive, to the corner of 
Wakewood Street and Victoria Park Avenue. Barring this, the Commis- 
sion should change the proposed boundary to run from the intersection 
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of Woodbine Avenue and O’Connor Drive through Taylor Creek Park, | 
all the way to Dawes Road and then south along Dawes Road to the 

City limits, similar to the proposed southern projection down Cedarvale ( 
Avenue. This would then be in agreement with the Guidelines (a), (g), 

and (f) cited earlier, and it would follow the recently approved new 
municipal ward boundaries. 


3. Finally, objection is made to the Commission’s proposed boundary at 
the top north-west corner of Don Mills Riding. Although there have 
been no changes from the existing boundaries, it is recommended that 
the area south of the west-branch of the Don River, east of the City of 
Toronto boundary, and north of Lawrence Avenue East, should be 
included in the Electoral District of Don Mills. This very small area rep- 
resents only about five small streets which lie within the municipality of 
the City of North York, and is considered to be part of the “Lawrence 
Park Community” of North York (the majority of which already lies in 
the Electoral District of Don Mills). The basis for this argument lies in 
Guidelines (a) and (h), since the residents of this community consider 
themselves as part of the Lawrence Park neighbourhood of North York, 
as well as the fact that accessibility to this area is through the Electoral 
District of Don Mills (that is, Lawrence Avenue East and Mildenhall 
Road). By adding this small community to Don Mills Riding, the Com- 
mission would be eliminating a small and unnecessary quirk in the elec- | 
toral boundaries and thereby would be maintaining the community 
interest. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

Ernie L. Eves (Parry Sound) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 

Allan K. McLean (Simcoe East) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Alan W. Pope (Cochrane South) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 


12. Mr. Eves—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Parry Sound-Nipissing-Renfrew on the grounds 
set forth hereinafter: 





1. The Commission did not give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
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are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that 
established the Commission. 


_ The Commission did not fully take into account the community or div- 
ersity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (a), of the June 
16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by amalgamating 
four organized municipalities from the County of Renfrew in particular, 
as well as a large portion of the District of Nipissing, with the existing 
Riding of Parry Sound. 


_ The Commission needs to look more closely at the means of communica- 
tion as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of the June 16th, 1983, 
Resolution of the Legislative Assembly as there is an absence of any sig- 
nificant shared means of communication (most specifically, newspapers) 
that exist between and, in any way unite the affected municipalities in 
the County of Renfrew and the current Riding of Parry Sound. 


_ The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (c), of the June 16th, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influ- 
ences of Algonquin Park and the Ottawa River Valley which serve to 
separate and distinguish the municipalities in the County of Renfrew 
from organized municipalities in the Districts of Parry Sound and Nip- 
issing, resulting in an Eastern Ontario orientation for municipalities 
located along the Ottawa River that is distinct from the Northern orien- 
tation that has characterized the Riding of Parry Sound since its creation 
exactly one hundred years ago. 


_ The Commission did not look closely enough at population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly in increasing the number of organized 
municipalities in the proposed Riding of Parry Sound-Nipissing-Ren- 
frew to forty from thirty-five. Currently, the riding encompasses more 
organized municipalities than any of the other 124 Provincial Electoral 
districts. At the same time, it appears that the Commission should look 
more carefully at the demands placed on the Member of the Provincial 
Parliament for the riding in question by the estimated 50,000 seasonal 
(summer) residents of the District of Parry Sound, thereby rendering 
more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


_ The Commission did not give sufficient weight to the varying conditions 
and requirements regarding representation as between urban and rural 
Electoral Districts as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (e), of the 
June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by significantly 
expanding the size of one of the Province’s rural ridings and thus contri- 
buting to a decline in the level of rural representation in the Legislative 
Assembly to less than 22 per cent of the Province’s electoral districts. 


_ The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of Electoral Districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative 
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Assembly by extending the eastern boundary of the riding to the County 
of Renfrew and the Ottawa River despite the fact that the current east- 
ern boundary has been in place for almost twenty years and represents 
the most easterly extension of Parry Sound’s boundaries in the one hun- 
dred year history of the riding. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to special geographic 
considerations, including the accessibility of such regions or the size or 
shape thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (h), of the June 
16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by increasing the size 
of one of the Province’s largest ridings and in so doing, intensifying the 
already exorbitant time and travel demands associated with the repre- 
sentation of this riding. In order to travel from one of the western-most 
population centres, Parry Sound to the proposed eastern-most popula- 
tion centres, Deep River or Chalk River, travel time of at least four 
hours is required, rendering more difficult adequate representation of 
the people in Parliament. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Philip W. Andrewes (Lincoln) 

Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 

Claude Bennett (Ottawa South) 

Sean Conway (Renfrew North) 

W. Donald Cousens (York Centre) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Allan K. McLean (Simcoe East) 

Ronald K. McNeil (Elgin) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 

K. Ross Stevenson (Durham- York) 
Nobel Villeneuve (Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry) 








aA 
QUESTIONS 


(Questions are to appear on the day after they are tabled and on every 

subsequent day in the week they are tabled and then subsequently only on each 

Monday until an Answer (other than an Interim Answer) is tabled. A question 
tabled on a Friday will appear on each day of the following week.) 


1. Myr. Warner—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister of the Environment 
please table the Report of the Environmental Assessment Advisory Com- 
mittee on the question of designating the Brimley Road/Highway 401 Inter- 
change subject to the Environmental Assessment Act, and further will the 
Minister also table a signed copy of the original letter which reports the 
Minister’s decision on the above-mentioned Report. June 10th, 1985. 


2. Mr. Cooke (Windsor-Riverside)—Enquiry of the Ministry—Would the Minis- 
ter of Health table the minutes of all meetings of the Interim Board of the 
New District Hospital in Timmins. This Board was appointed in Septem- 
ber, 1983. June 11th, 1985. 


3. Mr. Cooke (Windsor-Riverside)—Enquiry of the Ministry—Would the Minis- 
ter of Health table a list of all appointments by the Minister of Health in 
Ontario from February Ist, 1985, until May 30th, 1985. June 11th, 1985. 








as 
avec 








Orders and Notices 


Legislative Assembly 
of the Province of Ontario 






oy 2 JN, 







JUN 128 fogs 






eg 


First Session, 33rd Parliament 
Friday, June 14th, 1985 


ie 
° § we. 
f 


Government 
Publications 


No.9 


10. 


1 


2 


GOVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS 


Resuming the Adjourned Debate on the Amendment to the Amendment to the 
Motion for an Address in Reply to the Speech of the Honourable the Lieuten- 
ant Governor at the Opening of the Session. 


Second Reading Bill 1, An Act to revise the Family Law Reform Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 3, An Act respecting Actions arising from Transboundary 
Pollution between Ontario and reciprocating Jurisdictions. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 7, An Act to amend certain Ontario Statutes to conform 
to section 15 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 8, An Act to amend certain Ontario Statutes to conform 
to section 6 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 9, An Act to establish the Ministry of Skills Development. 
Mr. Gillies. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 11, An Act to revise the Change of Name Act. Mr. 
Pope. 


Second Reading Bill 12, An Act to amend the Children’s Law Reform Act. 
Mr. Pope. 


Second Reading Bill 13, An Act to amend the Vital Statistics Act. Mr. Pope. 


Second Reading Bill 14, An Act respecting the Enforcement of Support and 
Custody Orders. Mr. Pope. 


Second Reading Bill 15, An Act to amend the Creditors’ Relief Act. Mr. 
Pope. 


12. 


roi 


14. 


iS. 


16. 
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PRIVATE MEMBERS’ PUBLIC BILLS AND ORDERS 


Second Reading Bill 2, An Act to amend the Human Tissue Gift Act. Myr. 
Van Horne. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 4, An Act respecting Advertising by Governmental 
Organizations. Mr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 5, An Act to amend the Election Finances Reform Act. 
My. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 6, An Act respecting the Rights of Non-Unionized 
Workers. Mr. Haggerty. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 10, An Act to amend the Labour Relations Act. Mr. 
Haggerty. PRINTED. 


NOTICES 
PRIVATE MEMBERS’ MOTIONS 


1. Mr. Johnston (Scarborough West)—Resolution—That in the opinion of this 
House, the Province of Ontario, Canada, should declare itself a Nuclear 
Arms Free Zone, and the Government should prohibit the deployment of 
nuclear weapons in Ontario, the testing of nuclear weapons and associated 
equipment in the Province, the construction of nuclear weapons and associ- 
ated equipment, the transport of nuclear weapons and associated equipment 
through and within the Province, and the export of goods and materials for 
use in the construction and deployment of nuclear arms. In addition, the 
Province should encourage cities, provinces and states throughout the world 
to initiate similar action. 


2. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
access to health care treatment and facilities should be a right and not a priv- 
ilege, and should not be subject to geographic or economic barriers, the Gov- 
ernment of Ontario should incorporate as a fully-insured service under 
OHIP the cost of medically necessary travel, as determined by a qualified 
physician, in excess of 200 miles; and further that the Government should 
begin by instituting such coverage for residents of Northern Ontario (that is 
for those living in the Territorial Districts north of the French River) within 
six months of the passage of this resolution and that coverage for the rest of 
the province be phased in over a four-year period; and further that in the 
case of a child needing such medically necessary travel, the Government give 
consideration to covering the costs of travel for one parent or guardian of 
such a child. 


3. Mr. Warner—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, considering the 
continuing Turkish occupation of Cyprus and the unknown fate of 2,000 
missing Cypriots, the Government of Ontario should express concern about 
the continuing illegal Turkish colonization of Cyprus, and the latest seces- 
sionist movement of the Denktash regime, by: (1) urging the Government of 
Canada to support measures for the implementation of the U.N. resolutions 
on Cyprus; (2) calling upon the Turkish Government to provide immediate 
information on the missing Cypriots which according to indisputable evi- 
dence are held by Turkish authorities contrary to international law; (3) call- 
ing upon the Turkish Government to respect the human rights provision of 
the Helsinki accord, especially in regards to Cyprus; (4) calling upon the 
Turkish Government to cease immediately further colonization of Cyprus 
and to withdraw all illegal colonists, transplanted with a view to changing 
the demographic nature of the Island; (5) condemning the new secessionist 
movement of the so-called “Federated State of Northern Cyprus”; and (6) 
calling upon the Government of Canada to cease further negotiations with 
the Turkish Government on the sale of a nuclear reactor, until the latter 
complies with the U.N. resolutions on Cyprus and shows a respect for inter- 
national law. 


4. Ms. Bryden—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
part-time workers in both the public and private sector are discriminated 
against by the denial of many benefits and rights provided to other workers 
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in the same establishment, a Charter of Rights for Part-Time Workers be 
added to both the Employment Standards Act and the Labour Relations Act 
to provide pro rata benefits and collective bargaining rights to such workers 
and that they be made eligible for severance pay and retraining and readjust- 
ment programs provided for other workers displaced by technological 
change in the same establishment. 


5. Mr. Epp—Resolution—That this House authorizes that a Proclamation be 
issued by the Governor General under the Great Seal of Canada amending 
Section 7 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms to read as 
follows: 


7. Everyone has the right to life, liberty, security of the person and enjoy- 
ment of property and the right not be deprived thereof except in accord- 
ance with the principles of fundamental justice, 


and urges that the Senate and House of Commons and the Legislative 
Assemblies of the other provinces do likewise. 


6. Mr. Van Horne—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Minister 
of Labour should appoint a board of inquiry to consider the obstacles and 
difficulties faced by Canadian football players seeking positions of C.F.L. 
teams and Canadian quarterbacks who seek positions on C.F.L. teams, the 
role played by the C.F.L.’s designated import rule in these situations, and 
possible solutions to the problems. 


7. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Federal Con- 
servative government has, by eliminating full inflation protection for Cana- 
dian pensioners, imposed unfair hardships on those least able to protect 
themselves; and therefore, this House condemns as arbitrary and ill- 
conceived the budget of Michael Wilson which takes money out of the pock- 
ets of pensioners while providing more tax giveaways to the wealthy; 
strongly calls upon the Government of Canada to abandon its intention to 
de-index pensions and urges the Government of Ontario to make the strong- 
est possible representation to the Government of Canada to re-affirm the 
Federal Conservative government’s election promise to protect Canadian 
pensioners. 
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MOTIONS RELATING TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE REPORT 
UPON THE REDISTRIBUTION OF ONTARIO INTO ELECTORAL 
DISTRICTS 


1. Myr. Yakabuski—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection 
to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew South on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Renfrew South 
which have existed since 1867. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the question of 
the ease of transportation and communication within the larger pro- 
posed Electoral District of Renfrew, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in the Assembly. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to and indeed did 
ignore the question of community of interest. Historically and socially, 
the residents of Renfrew South have never been closely tied or had a 
common community of interest with the residents of Renfrew North. 
Further, the Townships of Bagot and Blithfield, McNab and West 
Carleton, the Village Braeside and the Town of Arnprior have always 
had close ties with the other municipalities within the Electoral District 
of Renfrew South. 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to written repre- 
sentations or to oral representations made to the Commission during the 
public sittings that were held in Ottawa in May, 1984. 


5. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the population quota in 
determining boundaries for the proposed Electoral District of Renfrew. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 

Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 

Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) . 

John Turner (Peterborough) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry) 
Doug Wiseman (Lanark) 








7 


2. Mr. Gregory—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Mississauga East on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that 
established the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating a distinct and separate community, the former Town 
of Malton, with traditional organized neighbourhoods represented by 
homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the existing 
Riding of Mississauga East. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16th, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area north of Eglinton Avenue with 
the current Riding of Mississauga East. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16th, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influ- 
ence of existing major roadways, Highway No. 10 on the west and the 
Queen Elizabeth Highway on the south, which have tended to serve as 
natural geographic barriers between communities of people. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly by combining the northern portion of 
the City of Mississauga, an area expected to experience growth in popu- 
lation with an existing riding where population growth is expected to be, 
at the most, minimal. In so doing the Commission has placed Missis- 
sauga East Riding within the upper range of the population guidelines 
established by the Commission foregoing expected future growth consid- 
erations. 


6. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
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by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
boundaries which serve to separate and distinguish neighbourhood 
organizations. By amalgaming a large portion of Ward 5 with Ward 3 
and displacing Wards 4 and 7 of the existing Riding, it appears that the 
Commission failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on 
the Member of the Provincial Parliament for the Riding in question, 
thereby rendering more difficult adequate representation of the people 
in Parliament. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 


ditional boundaries of electoral districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative 
Assembly by existing the northern boundary of the Riding to the city 
limit, despite the fact that the current northern boundary, Eglinton 
Avenue or any configuration thereof between such and Burnhamthorpe 
Road East, represents a natural extension in comparison to existing 
ward boundaries, and preserves the physical, social and economic cohe- 
sion of the present electoral district. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to special geographic 


considerations, including the accessibility of such regions or the size or 
shape thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (h) of the June 
16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by increasing the size 
of the riding in north-south terms and reducing the riding east-west 
community links and adding a community at the north end separated 
from the rest of the riding by the Pearson International Airport and 
Highway No. 401. 


At the same time, the Commission failed to facilitate the need for ease of 
transportation and communication, thereby rendering more difficult 


adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 
Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 
Leo Bernier (Kenora) 
Gordon Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 
Susan Fish (St. George) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 
Robert Runciman (Leeds) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


Mr. Pollock—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
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provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Hastings-Peterborough on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
economic and community of interest factors, thus making difficult ade- 
quate representation in the Legislature. 


2. By removing four municipalities from south Hastings (Thurlow, Tyen- 
dinaga, Tyendinaga Indian Reserve and Deseronto) the Commission 
ignored the geography of the region in that these municipalities are sepa- 
rated from Prince Edward-Lennox by the Bay of Quinte. Historically 
these municipalities have always been part of the former Hastings rid- 
ings prior to the enlargement to Hastings-Peterborough. As to com- 
munity of interests, all municipalities except the Reserve have repre- 
sentation in Hastings County Council and Hastings County Board of 
Education. The Moira River Conservation Authority covers all of this 
area. Provincial Government offices in Belleville and Stirling, rather 
than Picton serve these municipalities. Telephone access from each of 
these municipalities to the county seat and to each other is without 
charge. Population is increasing due to proximity to the City of Belle- 
ville. 


3. By adding a portion of the City of Peterborough the Commission failed 
to consider community of interests. Hastings-Peterborough is a large 
rural constituency, composed of small villages and townships. Another 
township and village such as Lakefield, would reduce the pressure on 
the Peterborough Riding while preserving common interests. 


4. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to representa- 
tions made to it during public hearings in May, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the Act in question. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Terry O’Connor (Oakville) 

Peter Partington (Brock) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


4. Mr. Conway—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
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respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew North on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province of Ontario. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tions made to it with respect to the difficulty which would be experi- 
enced by those residents in areas such as Chalk River, Deep River and 
Stonecliffe if they were to be aligned with the new riding of Parry 
Sound-Nipissing-Renfrew. Residents in these and other rural areas in 
Renfrew North would be further disadvantaged because of geographic 
location if they were to be realigned and would be without the kind of 
representation in the Legislature to which they are entitled. 


3. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to both written 
and oral presentations made to it during the public hearings in Ottawa 
in the month of May, 1984. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 





Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Jim Bradley (St. Catharines) 

Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Herbert A. Epp (Waterloo North) 
Barnard Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Raymond L. Haggerty (Erie) 

Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 
Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Gordon D. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Robert F. Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 
Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 
Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 

Jack Riddell (Huron Middlesex) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 

Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

John Sweeney (Kitchener-Wilmot) 
Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 





5. Mr. McLean—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Simcoe East on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the geographic and 
topographical factors when planning the redistribution of this electoral 
boundary in the Province. By ignoring these natural factors, the means 
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of communication and accessibility is hampered and thereby rendering 
more difficult adequate representation of the people in the Provincial 
Parliament. As currently proposed, the representative would have to 
travel through the Electoral District of Muskoka in order to reach the 
new parts of the District. These factors are specifically provided for in 
the Terms of Reference established by the House. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the traditional and 
historical significance felt by both the Town of Midland and the City of 
Orillia after having shared one hundred and five years together in the 
same Electoral District. Existing and traditional boundaries are specifi- 
cally provided for in the Terms of Reference established by the House. 


3. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Reuben C. Baetz (Ottawa West) 

Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

W. Donald Cousens (York Centre) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 
Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 
Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings Peterborough) 
W. Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


6. Mr. Brandt—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Sarnia on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the geographic, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion; 


2. In particular, with respect to the proposal to split the Township of Sar- 
nia between the ridings of Sarnia and Lambton, the Commission failed 
to recognize: 

(i) historical and existing municipal boundaries; 


(ii) the existing and traditional boundaries of Electoral Districts; and 


(iii) the varying conditions and requirements regarding representation 
as between urban and rural Electoral Districts. 
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3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to maintaining 
the historic, geographic and demographic linkages, both within the 
Township of Sarnia, and as an integral part of the present riding of 
Sarnia; 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the course of the Public 
Hearings; 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the intent and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Robert Elgie (York East) 

Susan Fish (St. George) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
Alan Pope (Cochrane South) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


7. Mr. Barlow—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Cambridge on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
electoral boundaries which have remained virtually unchanged, both 
provincially and federally, since 1867. 


2. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the importance of 
North Dumfries being geographically located within the Regional 
Municipality of Waterloo and has failed to recognize that the residents 
pay part of the their municipal taxes to the Region and their school taxes 
to either the Waterloo County Board of Education or the Waterloo 
County Separate School Board. 


3. The Commission failed to recognize that the removal of part of North 
Dumfries from the Cambridge Riding would, in fact remove the rights 
of the residents of that part of North Dumfries from representation in 
the Provincial Legislature by a member who is also a resident of the 
Regional Municipality of Waterloo. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the population 
trends of North Dumfries, which has remained stable, at less than 5,000 
for many years. 
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. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the changing popu- 


lation trends in the balance of the Regional Municipality of Waterloo 
and failed to recognize that by 1991, the next census year, the Region 
will have sufficient population to require an additional provincial Rid- 
ing at which time North Dumfries will be moved to yet another Elec- 
toral District. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the average popula- 


tion quota (plus or minus 25%) as required by the June 16th, 1983 Reso- 
lution of the Legislative Assembly. Based on the average population of 
the 66,347 both Cambridge and Brant-Haldimand would be within the 
quota regardless of which Riding North Dumfries was located in. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 

Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Allan McLean (Simcoe East) 

Jack Pierce (Rainy River) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry) 


Mr. Henderson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection 
to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Etobicoke East on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the traditional 


and historic community of Humber and failed to respect the historic 
bonds linking the people on the western bank of the Humber River. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the cultural 


and ethnic links uniting the people west of Islington Avenue with the 
Electoral District of Etobicoke West, and thereby forced an artificial 
juxtaposition of those neighbourhoods with the community of Humber 
thereby compromising adequate representation in the Assembly. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the cultural 


and ethnic links between the people of the area bounded by Eglinton 
Avenue on the south, and the Macdonald-Cartier Freeway on the north- 
west, those neighbourhoods being more appropriately linked with the 
parts of the Electoral District of Etobicoke East which lie north of 
Eglinton Avenue. The ethnic, religious and cultural nature of the area 
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of Etobicoke lying north of Eglinton Avenue is homogeneous, and exist- 
ing cultural, neighbourhood, and transportation links render this area 
very much a unit in terms of appropriate continuity of Assembly repre- 
sentation. 


4. The Commission may have given too much emphasis to population quo- 
tas in determing boundaries for the southerly electoral districts in Etobi- 
coke. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Gordon I. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 
Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

Larry South (Frontenac-Addington) 


9. Mr. Cooke (Windsor-Riverside)—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the 
House of November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an 
objection to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries 
Commission respecting the Electoral District of Windsor-Riverside on the 
grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the physical, social 
and economic cohesion in many of the proposed electoral districts and 
seemed to, and indeed did ignore the matter of community of interests, 
thus making more difficult the adequate representation of the people in 
the Legislative Assembly. 


2. By removing the area south of the CNR tracks, and north of Tecumseh 
Road between Walker Road and Norman Road while leaving in the 
area between the Detroit River and the CNR tracks and the area south 
of Tecumseh Road. To do this ignores physical, social and economic 
cohesion and ignores community of interest. 


3. The Commission ignored the representations made to the Commission 
on behalf of various individuals and groups, none of whom made pro- 
posals similar to the Commission’s proposals. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 
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Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Richard Allen (Hamilton West) 

Michael J. Breaugh (Oshawa) 

Brian A. Charlton (Hamilton Mountain) 
Jim Foulds (Port Arthur) 

Evelyn Gigantes (Ottawa Centre) 

Floyd Laughren (Nickel Belt) 

Bob Mackenzie (Hamilton East) 

Elie W. Martel (Sudbury East) 

Ross McClellan (Bellwoods) 


10. Mr. Jackson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Burlington South on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Burlington South 
which have existed since 1874. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Region of Halton, fac- 
tors which are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) 
through (h), in the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly that established the Commission. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly by amalgamating a district and separate community, the Riding of 
Oakville South, with a traditional organized neighbourhood represented 
by the East Burlington Ratepayers Association, known as Ward 8, con- 
tained in the Riding of Burlington South. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal 
ward boundaries which serve to separate and distinguish neighbour- 
hood organizations. By amalgamating Ward 8 of the existing Burlington 
South Riding with the new Riding of Oakville South the Commission 
failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on the members 
of the Provincial Parliament for the Oakville South Riding, thereby ren- 
dering more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parlia- 
ment. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication by failing to recognize the absence of any significant com- 
munications that exist between and in any way unite the area known as 
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Ward 8 currently in Burlington South and proposed by the Commission 
for inclusion with Oakville South, thereby rendering more difficult ade- 
quate representation of the people in Parliament. 


6. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the specific boundary 
lines as suggested by the Four-district Plan submitted by the Regional 
Municipality of Halton in determing boundaries for the proposed Elec- 
toral District of Burlington South. 


7. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the population quota in 
determining boundaries for the proposed Electoral District of Burling- 
ton South. 


8. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


William C. Davis (Scarborough Centre) 
Robert Elgie (York East) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
Allan McLean (Simcoe East) 

Terrance P. O’Connor (Oakville) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Earl W. Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 


11. Mr. Timbrell—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Don Mills on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community and diversity of interests, the existing and traditional 
boundaries of the Electoral District, the special geographic considera- 
tions, and the accessibility, size and shape of the Electoral District of 
Don Mills by annexing that portion of Don Mills riding that lies north of 
Lawrence Avenue to the Electoral District of York Mills. 


The area in question, bordered by Lawrence Avenue East on the south, 
Leslie Street on the west, York Mills Road on the north, and the Don 
River on the east, should remain in the Electoral District of Don Mills 
for the following reasons: 


(a) The original Don Mills community comprised the four neighbour- 
hoods focussed on the intersection of Don Mills Road and Law- 
rence Avenue East. This area is still the heart of Don Mills, and 
the area above Lawrence Avenue East is a vital component of this 
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long established community. To divide the Electoral District along 
Lawrence Avenue East would be contrary to the Commission 
Guideline (g), violating the traditional boundaries of Electoral Dis- 
tricts, that is, the current boundary. 


(b 


~~ 


Removing the area north of Lawrence Avenue East would divide 
the area tributary to Don Mills Junior High School and Don Mills 
Collegiate. It would also split, in half, the area represented by the 
Don Mills Residents Association, another indicator of the com- 
munity identity, and thereby violate Guideline (a), of the Commis- 
sion, by failing to take into account community of interests. 


Vga 
@) 
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The dividing of the Don Mills Community is contrary to the spirit 
of the Commission Guideline (f), which is to heed the existing 
boundaries of the municipal ward boundary, that is, Ward 10 of 
the City of North York, which is clearly focussed on the intersec- 
tion of Lawrence Avenue East and Don Mills Road. This is sup- 
ported by the fact that for municipal planning purposes, the City 
of North York includes the areas both north and south of Law- 
rence Avenue East into the “Don Mills Community”. 


(d) Commission Guideline (h) is also brought into question here as the 
community of Don Mills is focussed on the intersection of Law- 
rence Avenue East and Don Mills Road, rather than divided by 
this landmark. The proposed boundary is blatantly contrary to the 
accessibility, size and shape of the community of Don Mills. 


2. The proposed electoral boundary in the south end of the Electoral Dis- 
trict of Don Mills is another example of the Commission’s failure to fol- 
low the guidelines established by the House. 


Objection is made to this boundary, which effectively severs the area 
bounded by Woodbine Avenue on the west, Taylor Creek park on the 
north, Chisholm Avenue on the east, and Lumsden Avenue on the 
south. The grounds for this objection are that the proposed boundary is 
contrary to both Guidelines (a) and (f). This community is known as the 
“Cedarvale Area” of the Borough of East York, and is focussed on the 
community facilities available at the corner of Cosburn and Cedarvale 
Avenues; namely the Stan Wadlow Clubhouse, the East York Curling 
Club, the Memorial Arena, the Kiwanis swimming pool, and Parkside 
Public School, all of which are located adjacent to that intersection. To 
cut this neighbourhood in half as proposed would be to confuse the elec- 
torate of the “Cedarvale Community” as to which Electoral District they 
belong, and is contrary to Guidelines (a) and (g). 


Moreover, the proposed southern boundary is even contrary to Guide- 
line (f), as it does not follow the new municipal ward boundaries 
between Wards 1 and 2 of the Borough of East York. The Commission 
should maintain the existing southern boundary running from the inter- 
section of Woodbine Avenue and O’Connor Drive, to the corner of 
Wakewood Street and Victoria Park Avenue. Barring this, the Commis- 
sion should change the proposed boundary to run from the intersection 
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of Woodbine Avenue and O’Connor Drive through Taylor Creek Park, 
all the way to Dawes Road and then south along Dawes Road to the 
City limits, similar to the proposed southern projection down Cedarvale 
Avenue. This would then be in agreement with the Guidelines (a), (g), 
and (f) cited earlier, and it would follow the recently approved new 
municipal ward boundaries. 


3. Finally, objection is made to the Commission’s proposed boundary at 
the top north-west corner of Don Mills Riding. Although there have 
been no changes from the existing boundaries, it is recommended that 
the area south of the west-branch of the Don River, east of the City of 
Toronto boundary, and north of Lawrence Avenue East, should be 
included in the Electoral District of Don Mills. This very small area rep- 
resents only about five small streets which lie within the municipality of 
the City of North York, and is considered to be part of the “Lawrence 
Park Community” of North York (the majority of which already lies in 
the Electoral District of Don Mills). The basis for this argument lies in 
Guidelines (a) and (h), since the residents of this community consider 
themselves as part of the Lawrence Park neighbourhood of North York, 
as well as the fact that accessibility to this area is through the Electoral 
District of Don Mills (that is, Lawrence Avenue East and Mildenhall 
Road). By adding this small community to Don Mills Riding, the Com- 
mission would be eliminating a small and unnecessary quirk in the elec- 
toral boundaries and thereby would be maintaining the community 
interest. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

Ernie L. Eves (Parry Sound) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) | 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 

Allan K. McLean (Simcoe East) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Alan W. Pope (Cochrane South) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 


12. Mr. Eves—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Parry Sound-Nipissing-Renfrew on the grounds 
set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission did not give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
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are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that 
established the Commission. 


. The Commission did not fully take into account the community or div- 
ersity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (a), of the June 
16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by amalgamating 
four organized municipalities from the County of Renfrew in particular, 
as well as a large portion of the District of Nipissing, with the existing 
Riding of Parry Sound. 


. The Commission needs to look more closely at the means of communica- 
tion as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of the June 16th, 1983, 
Resolution of the Legislative Assembly as there is an absence of any sig- 
nificant shared means of communication (most specifically, newspapers) 
that exist between and, in any way unite the affected municipalities in 
the County of Renfrew and the current Riding of Parry Sound. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (c), of the June 16th, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influ- 
ences of Algonquin Park and the Ottawa River Valley which serve to 
separate and distinguish the municipalities in the County of Renfrew 
from organized municipalities in the Districts of Parry Sound and Nip- 
issing, resulting in an Eastern Ontario orientation for municipalities 
located along the Ottawa River that is distinct from the Northern orien- 
tation that has characterized the Riding of Parry Sound since its creation 
exactly one hundred years ago. 


. The Commission did not look closely enough at population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly in increasing the number of organized 
municipalities in the proposed Riding of Parry Sound-Nipissing-Ren- 
frew to forty from thirty-five. Currently, the riding encompasses more 
organized municipalities than any of the other 124 Provincial Electoral 
districts. At the same time, it appears that the Commission should look 
more carefully at the demands placed on the Member of the Provincial 
Parliament for the riding in question by the estimated 50,000 seasonal 
(summer) residents of the District of Parry Sound, thereby rendering 
more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


. The Commission did not give sufficient weight to the varying conditions 
and requirements regarding representation as between urban and rural 
Electoral Districts as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (e), of the 
June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by significantly 
expanding the size of one of the Province’s rural ridings and thus contri- 
buting to a decline in the level of rural representation in the Legislative 
Assembly to less than 22 per cent of the Province’s electoral districts. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of Electoral Districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative 
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Assembly by extending the eastern boundary of the riding to the County 
of Renfrew and the Ottawa River despite the fact that the current east- 
ern boundary has been in place for almost twenty years and represents 
the most easterly extension of Parry Sound’s boundaries in the one hun- 
dred year history of the riding. 


8. The Commission failed to give due consideration to special geographic 
considerations, including the accessibility of such regions or the size or 
shape thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (h), of the June 
16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by increasing the size 
of one of the Province’s largest ridings and in so doing, intensifying the 
already exorbitant time and travel demands associated with the repre- 
sentation of this riding. In order to travel from one of the western-most 
population centres, Parry Sound to the proposed eastern-most popula- 
tion centres, Deep River or Chalk River, travel time of at least four 
hours is required, rendering more difficult adequate representation of 
the people in Parliament. 


9. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Philip W. Andrewes (Lincoln) 

Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 

Claude Bennett (Ottawa South) 

Sean Conway (Renfrew North) 

W. Donald Cousens (York Centre) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin- Bech) 
David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Allan K. McLean (Simcoe East) 

Ronald K. McNeil (Elgin) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 

K. Ross Stevenson (Durham- York) 
Nobel Villeneuve (Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry) 


13. Mr. Turner—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Peterborough on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 
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1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and community of interest factors when planning 
the redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, which 
factors are specifically provided for in the Resolution to the Legislative 
Assembly which established the Commission under date of June 16, 
1983. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
existing traditional and historical boundaries, and community of interest 
and other factors as contained in the Resolution, by removing that part 
of the City of Peterborough which lies east of the Otonabee River. Resi- 
dents of this area would be disadvantaged if they were to be realigned 
and would be denied the kind of representation in the Legislature to 
which they are entitled. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
existing boundaries of municipalities or wards thereof by suggesting that 
the part of the City of Peterborough lying east of the Otonabee River be 
part of the Hastings-Peterborough Electoral District thus effectively iso- 
lating all residents of that area together with cultural, educational, 
health care, religious, social services, business and industrial facilities 
from their established community of interest and means of communica- 
tion and travel, from the rest of the City of Peterborough, thereby ren- 
dering more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parlia- 
ment. 


4. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to representa- 
tions made to it during public hearings in May, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 

John Lane (Algoma-Manitoulin) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

W. Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 

Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

Nobel Villeneuve (Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry) 
Douglas J. Wiseman (Lanark) 


24. Mr. Treleaven—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Oxford on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 
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1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the wishes of 
the residents of Tillsonburg who the Commission admits, made many 
representations protesting the proposed separation of Tillsonburg from 
the Oxford Electoral District. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Oxford which 
have existed almost exactly in its present form since 1933. 


3. The Commission has failed to give adequate consideration to the fact 
that all municipal services in Tillsonburg, including public health, 
library services, the educational system, hospital services, and garbage 
disposal, are a part of Oxford County services and as such can be better 
represented within a single Electoral District. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 

Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 
Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 


15. Mr. Sterling—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral Districts of Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry and 
Leeds Grenville on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
family, economic and community of interest factors for the County of 
Grenville. 


2. The Commission failed to recognize the desire of the residents of the 
County of Grenville that they remain as one unit and not be divided into 
two separate ridings. As there was no notice that a division of Grenville 
County was being contemplated, the residents of Grenville do not 
believe they have had an opportunity to be heard. 


3. The Commission failed to take notice that the County of Grenville looks 
in two directions, to the west and to the north. Local governments are 
tied together under the United Counties of Leeds and Grenville. Most 
services offered or supported by the Provincial Government are admin- 
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istered on a County or United County basis. Economic and transporta- 
tion factors draw the County of Grenville to the Regional Municipality 
of Ottawa-Carleton. With the completion of Highway 416 expected in 
the next five years, these ties will become stronger. 


4, Therefore, the Commission failed to recognize that the people of Gren- 
ville wish to remain as one unit and that they wish to remain with part 
of the Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton or be joined to the 
County of Leeds. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 

Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

Ernie L. Eves (Parry Sound) 

Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


16. Mr. Eakins—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Victoria-Haliburton on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. That the Commission was insufficiently guided by the items which were 
set out in the Terms of Reference dated the 16th of June, 1983, and 
amended on the 30th of November, 1984, set out in the resolution as 
Items A to H in setting up the Electoral District of Victoria-Haliburton. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tion made to it to maintain the historic representation provided to repre- 
sent the rural constituencies in the County of Victoria in the past. 


3. The elimination of the Township of Manvers would unnecessarily con- 
fuse the constituents, following their joining the County of Victoria in 
1974; and would disrupt rural representation in the Legislative Assem- 
bly of Ontario. 


4. The Commission did not redistribute population equally across the 
Province. 


5. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the Winter and Spring of 
1984. 
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6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham-Kent) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
James McGuigan (Kent-Elgie) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 

Hugh P. O’Neil (Quinte) 

Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 

Douglas R. Reycraft (Middlesex) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 


17. Mr. Sorbara—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of York North on the grounds set forth here- 
inafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to geographical, 
political, and demographic factors when planning the redistribution of 
electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which are specifically 
provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) in the June 
16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that established the 
Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly by amalgamating with the proposed Electoral District York Ontar- 
10, a distinct and separate community, the Town of Whitchurch- 
Stouffville, which Town traditionally identifies with organized neigh- 
bourhoods represented by homeowners and/or residents’ associations, 
contained in the proposed Electoral District of York.North. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of the June 16th, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area of the Town of Whitchurch- 
Stouffville and the proposed Electoral District of York Ontario. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly. No recognition has been taken of the 
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enormous population growth in the existing Electoral District of York 
since 1981. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Joseph Cordiano (Downsview) 

Alvin Curling (Scarborough North) 

John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 

Rick E. Ferraro (Wellington South) 

Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 

James D. Henderson (Humber) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 

Joan Smith (London South) 

Lawrence South (Frontenac-Addington) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


18. Myr. South—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Frontenac-Addington on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the following factors: historical, community interests, population diver- 
gence from the desired average when planning the redistribution of elec- 
toral boundaries within the Province of Ontario. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to both the oral 
and written presentations made to it during the public hearings in King- 
ston on May 7th, 1984. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the traditional 
attachments and associations, both political and social of Pittsburgh 
Township with the rest of the County of Frontenac when it recom- 
mended that Pittsburgh Township be severed from the riding of Fronte- 
nac-Addington. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham-Kent) 

James Bradley (St. Catharines) 

John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Rick E. Ferraro (Wellington South) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
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James D. Henderson (Humber) 

Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 

Gilles Morin (Carleton East) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

David W. Smith (Lambton) 

Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


19. Mr. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk)—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of 
the House of November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to 
an objection to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Bounda- 
ries Commission respecting the Electoral District of Haldimand-Norfolk on 
the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. That the Commission failed to give adequate attention and considera- 
tion to geographical, political and demographic factors when planning 
the redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion. 


2. That the Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the 
physical, economic and community of interest factors, thus making dif- 
ficult adequate representation in the Legislature. 


3. That the Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the exist- 
ing electoral boundaries which have remained virtually unchanged, 
both provincially and federally since the formation of the Regional 
Municipality of Haldimand-Norfolk by the Province in 1974. The pro- 
posed boundaries are divisive. 


4. That the Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the 
representations made to the Commission during the public hearings in 
April, 1984. ; 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham-Kent) 

James Bradley (St. Catharines) 

John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

Vincent Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) - 
Robert Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 


ait 
QUESTIONS 


(Questions are to appear on the day after they are tabled and on every 

subsequent day in the week they are tabled and then subsequently only on each 

Monday until an Answer (other than an Interim Answer) is tabled. A question 
tabled on a Friday will appear on each day of the following week.) 


1. Mr. Warner—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister of the Environment 
please table the Report of the Environmental Assessment Advisory Com- 
mittee on the question of designating the Brimley Road/Highway 401 Inter- 
change subject to the Environmental Assessment Act, and further will the 
Minister also table a signed copy of the original letter which reports the 
Minister’s decision on the above-mentioned Report. June 10th, 1985. 


2. Mr. Cooke (Windsor-Riverside)—Enquiry of the Ministry—Would the Minis- 
ter of Health table the minutes of all meetings of the Interim Board of the 
New District Hospital in Timmins. This Board was appointed in Septem- 
ber, 1983. June 11th, 1985. 





3. Mr. Cooke (Windsor-Riverside)—Enquiry of the Ministry—Would the Minis- 
ter of Health table a list of all appointments by the Minister of Health in 
Ontario from February Ist, 1985, until May 30th, 1985. June 11th, 1985. 





4. Ms. Munro—Enquiry of the Ministry—Would the Minister of Transportation 
| and Communications advise the House if provision for a noise-break was 
| included in the final contract for the twinning of the Burlington Skyway 
Bridge, as residents of Beach Boulevard were led to believe. Would the 
Minister provide specific details of such contractual provisions. Would the 
| Minister further advise the House of the types of noise-breaks considered, 
| the nature of such noise-breaks, the research data on which a decision was 
reached, timetables and approximate costs. June 14th, 1985. 
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Legislative Assembly 
of the Province of Ontario 


First Session, 33rd Parliament 
Monday, June 17th, 1985 
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GOVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS 


Resuming the Adjourned Debate on the Amendment to the Amendment to the 
Motion for an Address in Reply to the Speech of the Honourable the Lieuten- 
ant Governor at the Opening of the Session. 


Second Reading Bill 1, An Act to revise the Family Law Reform Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 3, An Act respecting Actions arising from Transboundary 
Pollution between Ontario and reciprocating Jurisdictions. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 7, An Act to amend certain Ontario Statutes to conform 
to section 15 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 8, An Act to amend certain Ontario Statutes to conform 
to section 6 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 9, An Act to establish the Ministry of Skills Development. 
Mr. Gillies. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 11, An Act to revise the Change of Name Act. Myr. 
Pope. 


Second Reading Bill 12, An Act to amend the Children’s Law Reform Act. 
Mr. Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 13, An Act to amend the Vital Statistics Act. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 14, An Act respecting the Enforcement of Support and 
Custody Orders. Mr. Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 15, An Act to amend the Creditors’ Relief Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 16, An Act to amend the Public Commercial Vehicles 
Act. Mr. McCague. 


Second Reading Bill 17, An Act to amend the Highway Traffic Act. Mr. 
McCague. 


Second Reading Bill 18, An Act to amend the Off-Road Vehicles Act, 1983. 
Mr. McCague. 
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PRIVATE MEMBERS’ PUBLIC BILLS AND ORDERS 


Second Reading Bill 2, An Act to amend the Human Tissue Gift Act. Mr. 
Van Horne. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 4, An Act respecting Advertising by Governmental 
Organizations. Myr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 5, An Act to amend the Election Finances Reform Act. 
Mr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 6, An Act respecting the Rights of Non-Unionized 
Workers. Mr. Haggerty. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 10, An Act to amend the Labour Relations Act. Myr. 
Haggerty. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 19, An Act to relieve Persons from Liability in respect of 
voluntary Emergency Medical and First Aid Services. Mr. Haggerty. 


NOTICES 
GOVERNMENT MOTION 


1. Miss Stephenson—Resolution—That the Treasurer of Ontario be authorized 
to pay the salaries of the civil servants and other necessary payments pend- 
ing the voting of Supply for the period commencing July Ist, 1985 and end- 
ing October 31st, 1985, such payments to be charged to the proper appropri- 
ation following the voting of Supply. 
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PRIVATE MEMBERS’ MOTIONS 


1. Mr. Johnston (Scarborough West)—Resolution—That in the opinion of this 
House, the Province of Ontario, Canada, should declare itself a Nuclear 
Arms Free Zone, and the Government should prohibit the deployment of 
nuclear weapons in Ontario, the testing of nuclear weapons and associated 
equipment in the Province, the construction of nuclear weapons and associ- 
ated equipment, the transport of nuclear weapons and associated equipment 
through and within the Province, and the export of goods and materials for 
use in the construction and deployment of nuclear arms. In addition, the 
Province should encourage cities, provinces and states throughout the world 
to initiate similar action. 


2. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
access to health care treatment and facilities should be a right and not a priv- 
ilege, and should not be subject to geographic or economic barriers, the Gov- 
ernment of Ontario should incorporate as a fully-insured service under 
OHIP the cost of medically necessary travel, as determined by a qualified 
physician, in excess of 200 miles; and further that the Government should 
begin by instituting such coverage for residents of Northern Ontario (that is 
for those living in the Territorial Districts north of the French River) within 
six months of the passage of this resolution and that coverage for the rest of 
the province be phased in over a four-year period; and further that in the 
case of a child needing such medically necessary travel, the Government give 
consideration to covering the costs of travel for one parent or guardian of 
such a child. 


3. Mr. Warner—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, considering the 
continuing Turkish occupation of Cyprus and the unknown fate of 2,000 
missing Cypriots, the Government of Ontario should express concern about 
the continuing illegal Turkish colonization of Cyprus, and the latest seces- 
sionist movement of the Denktash regime, by: (1) urging the Government of 
Canada to support measures for the implementation of the U.N. resolutions 
on Cyprus; (2) calling upon the Turkish Government to provide immediate 
information on the missing Cypriots which according to indisputable evi- 
dence are held by Turkish authorities contrary to international law; (3) call- 
ing upon the Turkish Government to respect the human rights provision of 
the Helsinki accord, especially in regards to Cyprus; (4) calling upon the 
Turkish Government to cease immediately further colonization of Cyprus 
and to withdraw all illegal colonists, transplanted with a view to changing 
the demographic nature of the Island; (5) condemning the new secessionist 
movement of the so-called “Federated State of Northern Cyprus”; and (6) 
calling upon the Government of Canada to cease further negotiations with 
the Turkish Government on the sale of a nuclear reactor, until the latter 
complies with the U.N. resolutions on Cyprus and shows a respect for inter- 
national law. 


4. Ms. Bryden—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
part-time workers in both the public and private sector are discriminated 
against by the denial of many benefits and rights provided to other workers 
in the same establishment, a Charter of Rights for Part-Time Workers be 
added to both the Employment Standards Act and the Labour Relations Act 
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to provide pro rata benefits and collective bargaining rights to such workers 
and that they be made eligible for severance pay and retraining and readjust- 
ment programs provided for other workers displaced by technological 
change in the same establishment. 


5. Mr. Epp—Resolution—That this House authorizes that a Proclamation be 
issued by the Governor General under the Great Seal of Canada amending 
Section 7 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms to read as 
follows: 


7. Everyone has the right to life, liberty, security of the person and enjoy- 
ment of property and the right not be deprived thereof except in accord- 
ance with the principles of fundamental justice, 


and urges that the Senate and House of Commons and the Legislative 
Assemblies of the other provinces do likewise. 


6. Mr. Van Horne—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Minister 
of Labour should appoint a board of inquiry to consider the obstacles and 
difficulties faced by Canadian football players seeking positions of C.F.L. 
teams and Canadian quarterbacks who seek positions on C.F.L. teams, the 
role played by the C.F.L.’s designated import rule in these situations, and 
possible solutions to the problems. 


7. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Federal Con- 
servative government has, by eliminating full inflation protection for Cana- 
dian pensioners, imposed unfair hardships on those least able to protect 
themselves; and therefore, this House condemns as arbitrary and _ ill- 
conceived the budget of Michael Wilson which takes money out of the pock- 
ets of pensioners while providing more tax giveaways to the wealthy; 
strongly calls upon the Government of Canada to abandon its intention to 
de-index pensions and urges the Government of Ontario to make the strong- 
est possible representation to the Government of Canada to re-affirm the 
Federal Conservative government’s election promise to protect Canadian 
pensioners. 
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MOTIONS RELATING TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE REPORT 
UPON THE REDISTRIBUTION OF ONTARIO INTO ELECTORAL 
DISTRICTS 


1. Myr. Yakabuski—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection 
to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew South on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Renfrew South 
which have existed since 1867. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the question of 
the ease of transportation and communication within the larger pro- 
posed Electoral District of Renfrew, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in the Assembly. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to and indeed did 
ignore the question of community of interest. Historically and socially, 
the residents of Renfrew South have never been closely tied or had a 
common community of interest with the residents of Renfrew North. 
Further, the Townships of Bagot and Blithfield, McNab and West 
Carleton, the Village Braeside and the Town of Arnprior have always 
had close ties with the other municipalities within the Electoral District 
of Renfrew South. 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to written repre- 
sentations or to oral representations made to the Commission during the 
public sittings that were held in Ottawa in May, 1984. 


5. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the population quota in 
determining boundaries for the proposed Electoral District of Renfrew. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 

Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 

Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

John Turner (Peterborough) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry) 
Doug Wiseman (Lanark) 
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2. Mr. Gregory—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Mississauga East on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that 
established the Commission. 


2, The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating a distinct and separate community, the former Town 
of Malton, with traditional organized neighbourhoods represented by 
homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the existing 
Riding of Mississauga East. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16th, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area north of Eglinton Avenue with 
the current Riding of Mississauga East. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16th, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influ- 
ence of existing major roadways, Highway No. 10 on the west and the 
Queen Elizabeth Highway on the south, which have tended to serve as 
natural geographic barriers between communities of people. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly by combining the northern portion of 
the City of Mississauga, an area expected to experience growth in popu- 
lation with an existing riding where population growth is expected to be, 
at the most, minimal. In so doing the Commission has placed Missis- 
sauga East Riding within the upper range of the population guidelines 
established by the Commission foregoing expected future growth consid- 
erations. ; 


6. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
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by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
boundaries which serve to separate and distinguish neighbourhood 
organizations. By amalgaming a large portion of Ward 5 with Ward 3 
and displacing Wards 4 and 7 of the existing Riding, it appears that the 
Commission failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on 
the Member of the Provincial Parliament for the Riding in question, 
thereby rendering more difficult adequate representation of the people 
in Parliament. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 


ditional boundaries of electoral districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g) of the June 16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative 
Assembly by existing the northern boundary of the Riding to the city 
limit, despite the fact that the current northern boundary, Eglinton 
Avenue or any configuration thereof between such and Burnhamthorpe 
Road East, represents a natural extension in comparison to existing 
ward boundaries, and preserves the physical, social and economic cohe- 
sion of the present electoral district. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to special geographic 


considerations, including the accessibility of such regions or the size or 
shape thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (h) of the June 
16th, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by increasing the size 
of the riding in north-south terms and reducing the riding east-west 
community links and adding a community at the north end separated 
from the rest of the riding by the Pearson International Airport and 
Highway No. 401. 


At the same time, the Commission failed to facilitate the need for ease of 
transportation and communication, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 
Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 
Leo Bernier (Kenora) 
Gordon Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 
Susan Fish (St. George) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 
Robert Runciman (Leeds) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


Mr. Pollock—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 


4. 


10 


provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Hastings-Peterborough on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 


economic and community of interest factors, thus making difficult ade- 
quate representation in the Legislature. 


. By removing four municipalities from south Hastings (Thurlow, Tyen- 


dinaga, Tyendinaga Indian Reserve and Deseronto) the Commission 
ignored the geography of the region in that these municipalities are sepa- 
rated from Prince Edward-Lennox by the Bay of Quinte. Historically 
these municipalities have always been part of the former Hastings rid- 
ings prior to the enlargement to Hastings-Peterborough. As to com- 
munity of interests, all municipalities except the Reserve have repre- 
sentation in Hastings County Council and Hastings County Board of 
Education. The Moira River Conservation Authority covers all of this 
area. Provincial Government offices in Belleville and Stirling, rather 
than Picton serve these municipalities. Telephone access from each of 
these municipalities to the county seat and to each other is without 
charge. Population is increasing due to proximity to the City of Belle- 
ville. 


. By adding a portion of the City of Peterborough the Commission failed 


to consider community of interests. Hastings-Peterborough is a large 
rural constituency, composed of small villages and townships. Another 
township and village such as Lakefield, would reduce the pressure on 
the Peterborough Riding while preserving common interests. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to representa- 


tions made to it during public hearings in May, 1984. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the Act in question. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Terry O’Connor (Oakville) 

Peter Partington (Brock) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


Mr. Conway—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
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respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew North on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 


geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province of Ontario. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 


tions made to it with respect to the difficulty which would be experi- 
enced by those residents in areas such as Chalk River, Deep River and 
Stonecliffe if they were to be aligned with the new riding of Parry 
Sound-Nipissing-Renfrew. Residents in these and other rural areas in 
Renfrew North would be further disadvantaged because of geographic 
location if they were to be realigned and would be without the kind of 
representation in the Legislature to which they are entitled. 


. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to both written 


and oral presentations made to it during the public hearings in Ottawa 
in the month of May, 1984. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Jim Bradley (St. Catharines) 

Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Herbert A. Epp (Waterloo North) 
Barnard Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Raymond L. Haggerty (Erie) 

Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 
Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Gordon D. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Robert F. Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 
Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 
Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 

Jack Riddell (Huron Middlesex) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 

Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

John Sweeney (Kitchener-Wilmot) 
Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 


Mr. McLean—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Simcoe East on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the geographic and 


topographical factors when planning the redistribution of this electoral 
boundary in the Province. By ignoring these natural factors, the means 
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of communication and accessibility is hampered and thereby rendering 
more difficult adequate representation of the people in the Provincial 
Parliament. As currently proposed, the representative would have to 
travel through the Electoral District of Muskoka in order to reach the 
new parts of the District. These factors are specifically provided for in 
the Terms of Reference established by the House. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the traditional and 
historical significance felt by both the Town of Midland and the City of 
Orillia after having shared one hundred and five years together in the 
same Electoral District. Existing and traditional boundaries are specifi- 
cally provided for in the Terms of Reference established by the House. 


3. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Reuben C. Baetz (Ottawa West) 

Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

W. Donald Cousens (York Centre) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 
Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 
Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings Peterborough) 
W. Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


6. Mr. Brandt—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Sarnia on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the geographic, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion; 


2. In particular, with respect to the proposal to split the Township of Sar- 
nia between the ridings of Sarnia and Lambton, the Commission failed 
to recognize: 

(1) historical and existing municipal boundaries; 


(ii) the existing and traditional boundaries of Electoral Districts; and 


(iii) the varying conditions and requirements regarding representation 
as between urban and rural Electoral Districts. 
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3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to maintaining 
the historic, geographic and demographic linkages, both within the 
Township of Sarnia, and as an integral part of the present riding of 
Sarnia; 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the course of the Public 
Hearings; 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the intent and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Robert Elgie (York East) 

Susan Fish (St. George) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
Alan Pope (Cochrane South) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


7. Mr. Barlow—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Cambridge on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
electoral boundaries which have remained virtually unchanged, both 
provincially and federally, since 1867. 


2. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the importance of 
North Dumfries being geographically located within the Regional 
Municipality of Waterloo and has failed to recognize that the residents 
pay part of the their municipal taxes to the Region and their school taxes 
to either the Waterloo County Board of Education or the Waterloo 
County Separate School Board. 


3. The Commission failed to recognize that the removal of part of North 
Dumfries from the Cambridge Riding would, in fact remove the rights 
of the residents of that part of North Dumfries from representation in 
the Provincial Legislature by a member who is also a resident of the 
Regional Municipality of Waterloo. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the population 
trends of North Dumfries, which has remained stable, at less than 5,000 
for many years. 
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5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the changing popu- 
lation trends in the balance of the Regional Municipality of Waterloo 
and failed to recognize that by 1991, the next census year, the Region 
will have sufficient population to require an additional provincial Rid- 
ing at which time North Dumfries will be moved to yet another Elec- 
toral District. 


6. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the average popula- 
tion quota (plus or minus 25%) as required by the June 16th, 1983 Reso- 
lution of the Legislative Assembly. Based on the average population of 
the 66,347 both Cambridge and Brant-Haldimand would be within the 
quota regardless of which Riding North Dumfries was located in. 


7. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 

Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Allan McLean (Simcoe East) 

Jack Pierce (Rainy River) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry) 


8. Mr. Henderson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection 
to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Etobicoke East on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the traditional 
and historic community of Humber and failed to respect the historic 
bonds linking the people on the western bank of the Humber River. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the cultural 
and ethnic links uniting the people west of Islington Avenue with the 
Electoral District of Etobicoke West, and thereby forced an artificial 
juxtaposition of those neighbourhoods with the community of Humber 
thereby compromising adequate representation in the Assembly. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the cultural 
and ethnic links between the people of the area bounded by Eglinton 
Avenue on the south, and the Macdonald-Cartier Freeway on the north- 
west, those neighbourhoods being more appropriately linked with the 
parts of the Electoral District of Etobicoke East which lie north of 
Eglinton Avenue. The ethnic, religious and cultural nature of the area 
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of Etobicoke lying north of Eglinton Avenue is homogeneous, and exist- 
ing cultural, neighbourhood, and transportation links render this area 
very much a unit in terms of appropriate continuity of Assembly repre- 
sentation. 


. The Commission may have given too much emphasis to population quo- 


tas in determing boundaries for the southerly electoral districts in Etobi- 
coke. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Gordon I. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 
Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

Larry South (Frontenac-Addington) 


9. Mr. Cooke (Windsor-Riverside)—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the 
House of November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an 
objection to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries 
Commission respecting the Electoral District of Windsor-Riverside on the 
grounds set forth hereinafter: 
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The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the physical, social 
and economic cohesion in many of the proposed electoral districts and 
seemed to, and indeed did ignore the matter of community of interests, 
thus making more difficult the adequate representation of the people in 
the Legislative Assembly. 


. By removing the area south of the CNR tracks, and north of Tecumseh 


Road between Walker Road and Norman Road while leaving in the 
area between the Detroit River and the CNR tracks and the area south 
of Tecumseh Road. To do this ignores physical, social and economic 
cohesion and ignores community of interest. 


. The Commission ignored the representations made to the Commission 


on behalf of various individuals and groups, none of whom made pro- 
posals similar to the Commission’s proposals. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 
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Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Richard Allen (Hamilton West) 

Michael J. Breaugh (Oshawa) 

Brian A. Charlton (Hamilton Mountain) 
Jim Foulds (Port Arthur) 

Evelyn Gigantes (Ottawa Centre) 

Floyd Laughren (Nickel Belt) 

Bob Mackenzie (Hamilton East) 

Elie W. Martel (Sudbury East) 

Ross McClellan (Bellwoods) 


10. Mr. Jackson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Burlington South on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Burlington South 
which have existed since 1874. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Region of Halton, fac- 
tors which are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) 
through (h), in the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly that established the Commission. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly by amalgamating a district and separate community, the Riding of 
Oakville South, with a traditional organized neighbourhood represented 
by the East Burlington Ratepayers Association, known as Ward 8, con- 
tained in the Riding of Burlington South. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal 
ward boundaries which serve to separate and distinguish neighbour- 
hood organizations. By amalgamating Ward 8 of the existing Burlington 
South Riding with the new Riding of Oakville South the Commission 
failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on the members 
of the Provincial Parliament for the Oakville South Riding, thereby ren- 
dering more difficult adequate hebresentation of the people in Parlia- 
ment. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication by failing to recognize the absence of any significant com- 
munications that exist between and in any way unite the area known as 
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Ward 8 currently in Burlington South and proposed by the Commission 
for inclusion with Oakville South, thereby rendering more difficult ade- 
quate representation of the people in Parliament. 


6. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the specific boundary 
lines as suggested by the Four-district Plan submitted by the Regional 
Municipality of Halton in determing boundaries for the proposed Elec- 
toral District of Burlington South. 


7. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the population quota in 
determining boundaries for the proposed Electoral District of Burling- 
ton South. 


8. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


William C. Davis (Scarborough Centre) 
Robert Elgie (York East) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
Allan McLean (Simcoe East) 

Terrance P. O’Connor (Oakville) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Earl W. Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 


11. Mr. Timbrell—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Don Mills on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community and diversity of interests, the existing and traditional 
boundaries of the Electoral District, the special geographic considera- 
tions, and the accessibility, size and shape of the Electoral District of 
Don Mills by annexing that portion of Don Mills riding that lies north of 
Lawrence Avenue to the Electoral District of York Mills. 


The area in question, bordered by Lawrence Avenue East on the south, 
Leslie Street on the west, York Mills Road on the north, and the Don 
River on the east, should remain in the Electoral District of Don Mills 
for the following reasons: 


(a) The original Don Mills community comprised the four neighbour- 
hoods focussed on the intersection of Don Mills Road and Law- 
rence Avenue East. This area is still the heart of Don Mills, and 
the area above Lawrence Avenue East is a vital component of this 
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long established community. To divide the Electoral District along 
Lawrence Avenue East would be contrary to the Commission 
Guideline (g), violating the traditional boundaries of Electoral Dis- 
tricts, that is, the current boundary. 
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Removing the area north of Lawrence Avenue East would divide 
the area tributary to Don Mills Junior High School and Don Mills 
Collegiate. It would also split, in half, the area represented by the 
Don Mills Residents Association, another indicator of the com- 
munity identity, and thereby violate Guideline (a), of the Commis- 
sion, by failing to take into account community of interests. 


— 
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The dividing of the Don Mills Community is contrary to the spirit 
of the Commission Guideline (f), which is to heed the existing 
boundaries of the municipal ward boundary, that is, Ward 10 of 
the City of North York, which is clearly focussed on the intersec- 
tion of Lawrence Avenue East and Don Mills Road. This is sup- 
ported by the fact that for municipal planning purposes, the City 
of North York includes the areas both north and south of Law- 
rence Avenue East into the “Don Mills Community”. 


(d) Commission Guideline (h) is also brought into question here as the 
community of Don Mills is focussed on the intersection of Law- 
rence Avenue East and Don Mills Road, rather than divided by 
this landmark. The proposed boundary is blatantly contrary to the 
accessibility, size and shape of the community of Don Mills. 


2. The proposed electoral boundary in the south end of the Electoral Dis- 
trict of Don Mills is another example of the Commission’s failure to fol- 
low the guidelines established by the House. 


Objection is made to this boundary, which effectively severs the area 
bounded by Woodbine Avenue on the west, Taylor Creek park on the 
north, Chisholm Avenue on the east, and Lumsden Avenue on the 
south. The grounds for this objection are that the proposed boundary is 
contrary to both Guidelines (a) and (f). This community is known as the 
“Cedarvale Area” of the Borough of East York, and is focussed on the 
community facilities available at the corner of Cosburn and Cedarvale 
Avenues; namely the Stan Wadlow Clubhouse, the East York Curling 
Club, the Memorial Arena, the Kiwanis swimming pool, and Parkside 
Public School, all of which are located adjacent to that intersection. To 
cut this neighbourhood in half as proposed would be to confuse the elec- 
torate of the “Cedarvale Community” as to which Electoral District they 
belong, and is contrary to Guidelines (a) and (g). 


Moreover, the proposed southern boundary is even contrary to Guide- 
line (f), as it does not follow the new municipal ward boundaries 
between Wards 1 and 2 of the Borough of East York. The Commission 
should maintain the existing southern boundary running from the inter- 
section of Woodbine Avenue and O’Connor Drive, to the corner of 
Wakewood Street and Victoria Park Avenue. Barring this, the Commis- 
sion should change the proposed boundary to run from the intersection 
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of Woodbine Avenue and O’Connor Drive through Taylor Creek Park, 
all the way to Dawes Road and then south along Dawes Road to the 
City limits, similar to the proposed southern projection down Cedarvale 
Avenue. This would then be in agreement with the Guidelines (a), (g), 
and (f) cited earlier, and it would follow the recently approved new 
municipal ward boundaries. 


3. Finally, objection is made to the Commission’s proposed boundary at 
the top north-west corner of Don Mills Riding. Although there have 
been no changes from the existing boundaries, it is recommended that 
the area south of the west-branch of the Don River, east of the City of 
Toronto boundary, and north of Lawrence Avenue East, should be 
included in the Electoral District of Don Mills. This very small area rep- 
resents only about five small streets which lie within the municipality of 
the City of North York, and is considered to be part of the “Lawrence 
Park Community” of North York (the majority of which already lies in 
the Electoral District of Don Mills). The basis for this argument lies in 
Guidelines (a) and (h), since the residents of this community consider 
themselves as part of the Lawrence Park neighbourhood of North York, 
as well as the fact that accessibility to this area is through the Electoral 
District of Don Mills (that is, Lawrence Avenue East and Mildenhall 
Road). By adding this small community to Don Mills Riding, the Com- 
mission would be eliminating a small and unnecessary quirk in the elec- 
toral boundaries and thereby would be maintaining the community 
interest. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

Ernie L. Eves (Parry Sound) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 

Allan K. McLean (Simcoe East) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Alan W. Pope (Cochrane South) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 


12. Myr. Eves—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Parry Sound-Nipissing-Renfrew on the grounds 
set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission did not give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
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are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that 
established the Commission. 


. The Commission did not fully take into account the community or div- 
ersity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (a), of the June 
16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by amalgamating 
four organized municipalities from the County of Renfrew in particular, 
as well as a large portion of the District of Nipissing, with the existing 
Riding of Parry Sound. 


. The Commission needs to look more closely at the means of communica- 
tion as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of the June 16th, 1983, 
Resolution of the Legislative Assembly as there is an absence of any sig- 
nificant shared means of communication (most specifically, newspapers) 
that exist between and, in any way unite the affected municipalities in 
the County of Renfrew and the current Riding of Parry Sound. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (c), of the June 16th, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influ- 
ences of Algonquin Park and the Ottawa River Valley which serve to 
separate and distinguish the municipalities in the County of Renfrew 
from organized municipalities in the Districts of Parry Sound and Nip- 
issing, resulting in an Eastern Ontario orientation for municipalities 
located along the Ottawa River that is distinct from the Northern orien- 
tation that has characterized the Riding of Parry Sound since its creation 
exactly one hundred years ago. 


. The Commission did not look closely enough at population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly in increasing the number of organized 
municipalities in the proposed Riding of Parry Sound-Nipissing-Ren- 
frew to forty from thirty-five. Currently, the riding encompasses more 
organized municipalities than any of the other 124 Provincial Electoral 
districts. At the same time, it appears that the Commission should look 
more carefully at the demands placed on the Member of the Provincial 
Parliament for the riding in question by the estimated 50,000 seasonal 
(summer) residents of the District of Parry Sound, thereby rendering 
more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


. The Commission did not give sufficient weight to the varying conditions 
and requirements regarding representation as between urban and rural 
Electoral Districts as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (e), of the 
June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by significantly 
expanding the size of one of the Province’s rural ridings and thus contri- 
buting to a decline in the level of rural representation in the Legislative 
Assembly to less than 22 per cent of the Province’s electoral districts. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of Electoral Districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative 











1st 


21 


Assembly by extending the eastern boundary of the riding to the County 
of Renfrew and the Ottawa River despite the fact that the current east- 
ern boundary has been in place for almost twenty years and represents 
the most easterly extension of Parry Sound’s boundaries in the one hun- 
dred year history of the riding. 


8. The Commission failed to give due consideration to special geographic 
considerations, including the accessibility of such regions or the size or 
shape thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (h), of the June 
16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by increasing the size 
of one of the Province’s largest ridings and in so doing, intensifying the 
already exorbitant time and travel demands associated with the repre- 
sentation of this riding. In order to travel from one of the western-most 
population centres, Parry Sound to the proposed eastern-most popula- 
tion centres, Deep River or Chalk River, travel time of at least four 
hours is required, rendering more difficult adequate representation of 
the people in Parliament. 


9. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Philip W. Andrewes (Lincoln) 

Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 

Claude Bennett (Ottawa South) 

Sean Conway (Renfrew North) 

W. Donald Cousens (York Centre) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Allan K. McLean (Simcoe East) 

Ronald K. McNeil (Elgin) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 

K. Ross Stevenson (Durham- York) 
Nobel Villeneuve (Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry) 


Mr. Turner—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Peterborough on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


fg: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and community of interest factors when planning 
the redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, which 
factors are specifically provided for in the Resolution to the Legislative 
Assembly which established the Commission under date of June 16, 
1983. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
existing traditional and historical boundaries, and community of interest 
and other factors as contained in the Resolution, by removing that part 
of the City of Peterborough which lies east of the Otonabee River. Resi- 
dents of this area would be disadvantaged if they were to be realigned 
and would be denied the kind of representation in the Legislature to 
which they are entitled. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
existing boundaries of municipalities or wards thereof by suggesting that 
the part of the City of Peterborough lying east of the Otonabee River be 
part of the Hastings-Peterborough Electoral District thus effectively iso- 
lating all residents of that area together with cultural, educational, 
health care, religious, social services, business and industrial facilities 
from their established community of interest and means of communica- 
tion and travel, from the rest of the City of Peterborough, thereby ren- 
dering more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parlia- 
ment. 


4. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to representa- 
tions made to it during public hearings in May, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 

John Lane (Algoma-Manitoulin) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

W. Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 

Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

Nobel Villeneuve (Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry) 
Douglas J. Wiseman (Lanark) 


14. Mr. Treleaven—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Oxford on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 
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1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the wishes of 
the residents of Tillsonburg who the Commission admits, made many 
representations protesting the proposed separation of Tillsonburg from 
the Oxford Electoral District. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Oxford which 
have existed almost exactly in its present form since 1933. 


3. The Commission has failed to give adequate consideration to the fact 
that all municipal services in Tillsonburg, including public health, 
library services, the educational system, hospital services, and garbage 
disposal, are a part of Oxford County services and as such can be better 
represented within a single Electoral District. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 

Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 
Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 


15. Mr. Sterling—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral Districts of Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry and 
Leeds Grenville on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
family, economic and community of interest factors for the County of 
Grenville. 


2. The Commission failed to recognize the desire of the residents of the 
County of Grenville that they remain as one unit and not be divided into 
two separate ridings. As there was no notice that a division of Grenville 
County was being contemplated, the residents of Grenville do not 
believe they have had an opportunity to be heard. 


3. The Commission failed to take notice that the County of Grenville looks 
in two directions, to the west and to the north. Local governments are 
tied together under the United Counties of Leeds and Grenville. Most 
services offered or supported by the Provincial Government are admin- 


24 


istered on a County or United County basis. Economic and transporta- 
tion factors draw the County of Grenville to the Regional Municipality 
of Ottawa-Carleton. With the completion of Highway 416 expected in 
the next five years, these ties will become stronger. 


. Therefore, the Commission failed to recognize that the people of Gren- 


ville wish to remain as one unit and that they wish to remain with part 
of the Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton or be joined to the 
County of Leeds. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 

Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

Ernie L. Eves (Parry Sound) 

Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


16. Mr. Eakins—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Victoria-Haliburton on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. 


That the Commission was insufficiently guided by the items which were 
set out in the Terms of Reference dated the 16th of June, 1983, and 
amended on the 30th of November, 1984, set out in the resolution as 
Items A to H in setting up the Electoral District of Victoria-Haliburton. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 


tion made to it to maintain the historic representation provided to repre- 
sent the rural constituencies in the County of Victoria in the past. 


. The elimination of the Township of Manvers would unnecessarily con- 


fuse the constituents, following their joining the County of Victoria in 
1974; and would disrupt rural representation in the Legislative Assem- 
bly of Ontario. 


. The Commission did not redistribute nnpepetaten equally across the 


Province. 


. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all the repre- 


sentations made to the Commission during the Winter and Spring of 
1984. 
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6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham-Kent) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
James McGuigan (Kent-Elgie) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 

Hugh P. O’Neil (Quinte) 

Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 

Douglas R. Reycraft (Middlesex) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 


17. Mr. Sorbara—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of York North on the grounds set forth here- 
inafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to geographical, 
political, and demographic factors when planning the redistribution of 
electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which are specifically 
provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) in the June 
16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that established the 
Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly by amalgamating with the proposed Electoral District York Ontar- 
io, a distinct and separate community, the Town of Whitchurch- 
Stouffville, which Town traditionally identifies with organized neigh- 
bourhoods represented by homeowners and/or residents’ associations, 
contained in the proposed Electoral District of York North. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of the June 16th, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 

absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area of the Town of Whitchurch- 
Stouffville and the proposed Electoral District of York Ontario. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly. No recognition has been taken of the 
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enormous population growth in the existing Electoral District of York 
since 1981. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Joseph Cordiano (Downsview) 

Alvin Curling (Scarborough North) 

John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 

Rick E. Ferraro (Wellington South) 

Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 

James D. Henderson (Humber) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 

Joan Smith (London South) 

Lawrence South (Frontenac-Addington) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


18. Mr. South—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Frontenac-Addington on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the following factors: historical, community interests, population diver- 
gence from the desired average when planning the redistribution of elec- 
toral boundaries within the Province of Ontario. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to both the oral 
and written presentations made to it during the public hearings in King- 
ston on May 7th, 1984. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the traditional 
attachments and associations, both political and social of Pittsburgh 
Township with the rest of the County of Frontenac when it recom- 
mended that Pittsburgh Township be severed from the riding of Fronte- 
nac-Addington. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham-Kent) 

James Bradley (St. Catharines) 

John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Rick E. Ferraro (Wellington South) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
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James D. Henderson (Humber) 

Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 

Gilles Morin (Carleton East) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

David W. Smith (Lambton) 

Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


19. Myr. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk)—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of 
the House of November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to 
an objection to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Bounda- 
ries Commission respecting the Electoral District of Haldimand-Norfolk on 
the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. That the Commission failed to give adequate attention and considera- 
tion to geographical, political and demographic factors when planning 
the redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion. 


2. That the Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the 
physical, economic and community of interest factors, thus making dif- 
ficult adequate representation in the Legislature. 


3. That the Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the exist- 
ing electoral boundaries which have remained virtually unchanged, 
both provincially and federally since the formation of the Regional 
Municipality of Haldimand-Norfolk by the Province in 1974. The pro- 
posed boundaries are divisive. 


4. That the Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the 
representations made to the Commission during the public hearings in 
April, 1984. 





5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham-Kent) 
James Bradley (St. Catharines) 
John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Ray Haggerty (Erie) 
Vincent Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 
- Remo Mancini (Essex South) 
Bob Mc Kessock (Grey) 
) Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) 
Robert Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 


20. Mr. Haggerty—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
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provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Erie on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the physical, social 
and economic cohesion of existing electoral boundaries, Welland South 
—Erie, and did not understand the question of community interest, rec- 
reational interest along the southern boundary of Lake Erie. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration when proposing 
to divide the City of Niagara Falls between the Electoral Boundaries of 
Niagara Falls and Erie Riding with respect to the varying conditions 
and requirements between urban and rural districts. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the average popula- 
tion quota (plus or minus 25%) as required by the June 16th, 1983, Res- 
olution of the Legislative Assembly, based on the average population. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the 3,500 house- 
holders not listed due to their citizenship living along the shoreline of 
Lake Erie who also require representation by the elected Member of 
Parliament. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Herbert Epp (Waterloo North) 

Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Gordon I. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

David W. Smith (Lambton) 

Gregory Sorbara (York North) 

Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 


21. Mr. Mitchell—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Carleton on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


That the Commission failed to give adequate attention to all of the rep- 
resentations made to the Commission during the public sittings that 
were held in the month of May, 1984. 


And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 
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Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

John Lane (Algoma-Manitoulin) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 
John M. Turner (Peterborough) 

Noble A. Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 





22. Mr. Elston—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Huron-Bruce on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission was insufficiently guided by the items which were set 
out in the Terms of Reference dated the 16th of June, 1983, and 
amended on the 30th of November, 1984, set out in the resolution as 
Items A to H in seting up the Electoral District of Huron-Bruce. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tion made to it to maintain the historic representation provided to repre- 
sent the rural constituencies in the Counties of Huron and Bruce in the 

i 
past. 





3. The elimination of one riding in the Huron, Bruce, Grey and Middlesex 
area would seriously erode rural representation in the Legislative 
Assembly of Ontario. 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the Winter and Spring of 
1984. 





5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
James McGuigan (Kent-Elgin) 

) Bob Mc Kessock (Grey) 
Hugh O’Neil (Quinte) 
Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 
Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 
David W. Smith (Lambton) 
Gregory Sorbara (York North) 
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Larry South (Frontenac-Addington) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


23. Mr. McKessock—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection 
to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Grey on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. That the Commission failed to give adequate attention and considera- 
tion to geographical, political and demographic factors when planning 
the redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion. 


2. That the Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the 
physical, economic and community of interest factors, thus making dif- 
ficult adequate representation in the Legislature. The Commission 
changed the Riding from predominantly rural to predominantly urban. 


3. When four ridings were changed into three, the Commission failed to 
give adequate consideration to the value of rural representation to the 
Province, in upholding our basic industry, agriculture and tourism. 


4. That the Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the 
representations made to the Commission during the public hearings in 
April, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 
Rick Ferraro (Wellington South) 
Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

James D. Henderson (Humber) 
Donald S. Knight (Halton-Burlington) 
Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
Gilles Morin (Carleton East) 

Jack Riddell (Huron-Middlesex) 
Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 
Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 


24. Mr. Ruprecht—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the 
provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Parkdale on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


Su 


. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 


geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) 
through (h) in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
that established the Commission. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 


the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly by amalgamating a distinct community found within the present 
Riding of Dovercourt. 


. In particular, with respect to the proposal to separate the Northern sec- 


tions of the present boundaries from its Southern community, the Com- 
mission failed to recognize: 


(i) historical and existing municipal boundaries; 


(ii) the existing and traditional boundaries of Electoral Districts. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 


ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
boundaries which serve to distinguish neighbourhood organizations. By 
amalgamating a large portion of Ward 4 with Ward 2 and displacing 
Wards 1 and 3 of the existing Riding it appears that the Commission 
failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on the Member 
of the Provincial Parliament for the Riding in question, thereby render- 
ing more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
James McGuigan (Kent-Elgin) 
Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
Gilles Morin (Carleton East) 


- Lily Munro (Hamilton Centre) 


Hugh O’Neil (Quinte) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

David W. Smith (Lambton) 

Joan Smith (London South) 

Gregory Sorbara (York North) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 
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25. Mr. Stevenson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30th, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection 
to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Durham-York on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
community of interests amongst the Townships of Brock, Uxbridge, 
Georgina, East Gwillimbury and the Township of Scugog and the 
northern portion of the Township of Pickering, thereby ignoring the 
common distinctly agricultural nature of these communities and their 
common dependence on tourism and small businesses. 


2. The Commission failed to give sufficient consideration to the topograph- 
ical features of the riding; specifically the similar demands and needs of 
the communities along the shores of Lake Simcoe and Lake Scugog. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the ease of transpor- 
tation and communication, and the social and historic links arising from 
them, connecting the Township of Scugog and the northern areas of the 
Township of Pickering to the areas within the proposed constituency of 
York-Ontario. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the requirements 
regarding representation as between urban and rural Electoral Districts 
by including the predominantly rural Township of Scugog and the 
northern portions of the Township of Pickering with the mostly non-ru- 
ral, non-agricultural areas to their south, thereby rendering more diffi- 
cult adequate representation of the people in the Legislature. 


5. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the population 
trends of the Township of Scugog and the northern portions of the 
Township of Pickering and their similarity to the population trends of 
the area included in the proposed Electoral Boundaries of York-Ontario 
and their dissimilarity to the population trends of the areas to their 
south. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie L. Eves (Parry Sound) 
Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 
Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 
Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 
Peter Partington (Brock) 
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Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 





34 
QUESTIONS 


(Questions are to appear on the day after they are tabled and on every 

subsequent day in the week they are tabled and then subsequently only on each 

Monday until an Answer (other than an Interim Answer) is tabled. A question 
tabled on a Friday will appear on each day of the following week.) 


1. Myr. Warner—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister of the Environment 
please table the Report of the Environmental Assessment Advisory Com- 
mittee on the question of designating the Brimley Road/Highway 401 Inter- 
change subject to the Environmental Assessment Act, and further will the 
Minister also table a signed copy of the original letter which reports the 
Minister’s decision on the above-mentioned Report. June 10, 1985. 


2. Mr. Cooke (Windsor-Riverside)—Enquiry of the Ministry—Would the Minis- 
ter of Health table the minutes of all meetings of the Interim Board of the 
New District Hospital in Timmins. This Board was appointed in Septem- 
ber, 1983. June 11, 1985. 


3. Mr. Cooke (Windsor-Riverside)—Enquiry of the Ministry—Would the Minis- 
ter of Health table a list of all appointments by the Minister of Health in 
Ontario from February Ist, 1985, until May 30th, 1985. June 11, 1985. 


4. Ms. Munro—Enquiry of the Ministry—Would the Minister of Transportation 
and Communications advise the House if provision for a noise-break was 
included in the final contract for the twinning of the Burlington Skyway 
Bridge, as residents of Beach Boulevard were led to believe. Would the 
Minister provide specific details of such contractual provisions. Would the 
Minister further advise the House of the types of noise-breaks considered, 
the nature of such noise-breaks, the research data on which a decision was 
reached, timetables and approximate costs. June 14, 1985. 


5. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information on Ontario Government employees for every Ministry 
in Government: 1. Ministry. 2. Number of classified employees. 3. Number 
of classified employees who are of visible minority origin. 4. Position held in 
the ministry by each of the employees who are of visible minority origin. 
June 17, 1985. 


6. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information on Ontario Government part-time and contract 
employees (unclassified) for every Ministry in Government: 1. Ministry. 2. 
Number of unclassified employees. 3. Number of classified employees who 
are of visible minority origin. 4. Position held in ministry by each unclassi- 
fied employee of visible minority origin. June 17, 1985. 


7. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information on the 3,900 appointed positions with the 700 agen- 
cies, boards and commissions responsible to the Ontario Government. Will 
the Minister prepare the data under the following heading: 1. Name of 
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agency, board and commission. 2. No. of appointed positions for each agen- 
cy, board and commission. 3. No. of appointed positions for each agency, 
board and commission who are of visible minority origin. 4. Position held 
by the appointed persons for each agency, board and commission, of per- 
sons who are of visible minority origin. June 17, 1985. 


8. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table a 
summary of the third language skills on Ontario Government employees, 
under the heading: 1. Ministry. 2. No. of classified employees. 3. No. of full 
time employees that speak one third language. 4. No. of full time employees 
that speak 2 to 5 languages other than English and French. 5. Position held 
in the ministry by each of the employees fluent in a third language. 6. Total 
number of third languages spoken in the Ministry. Will the Minister provide 
the information for every ministry in government. June 17, 1985. 


9. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table a 
summary of the third language skills on Ontario Government employees, 
under the heading: 1. Ministry. 2. No. of classified employees. 3. No. of 
unclassified employees that speak a third language. 4. Number of unclassi- 
fied employees that speak 2 to 5 languages other than English and French. 
5. Position held in the ministry by each of the employees fluent in a third 
language. 6. Total number of third languages spoken in the Ministry. Will 
the Minister provide the information for every ministry in government. 
June s,(1985\ 


10. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table a 
summary of the third language skills of the 3,900 appointed positions with 
the 700 agencies, boards and commissions responsible to the Ontario Gov- 
ernment. Will the Minister prepare the information under the following 
headings: a) Persons who speak on third language. b) Persons who speak 2-5 
languages other than English and French. c) Position held. June 17, 1985. 


11. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible inform 
the House whether or not the four recommendations made by the Ontario 
Advisory Council on Multiculturalism and Citizenship in its report of Feb- 
ruary 1982, titled “Task Force on Equal Opportunity” were accepted, 
namely: 1. (a) that the Government of Ontario adopt the principle of equal 
opportunity in the selection process to ensure that in appointments to public 
agencies, candidates can adequately reflect the multicultural and multi 
racial diversity of Ontario; (b) that the Government of Ontario assess and 
review the criteria for appointments, the selection process and composition 
of the public agencies in Ontario; 2. (a) that the inventory of residents of 
Ontario who are qualified to serve on public agencies be expanded to ade- 
quately reflect the multicultural diversity of our population; (b) that the 
Government of Ontario encourage the ethnic groups to suggest candidates 
from their respective communities who could be considered for inclusion in 
the inventory; 3. (a) the Government of Ontario announce all vacancies in 
the public agencies; (b) that these vacancies be publicized in such a way to 
ensure that this information reaches all socio-economic levels of Ontario 
society; (c) that the Government of Ontario publicize vacancies in the ethnic 
media to ensure that qualified members of the ethnocultural communities 
are aware of the existence of such vacancies in the public agencies; 4. That 
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the Premier and Government of Ontario in their appointment policy con- 
sider the principle of equitable representation based on merit and qualifica- 
tions reflecting the ethnic composition of Ontario society in all public agen- 
cies, councils, boards and commissions that come under government 
jurisdiction. Will the Minister indicate what specific actions have been 
taken to implement the above recommendations. June 17, 1985. 


12. Myr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the 6/49 Lottery: a) Number of tickets sold 
for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) The 
amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the Treas- 
ury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid out in 
prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or retained 
by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) The 
amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. f) 
The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by 6/49 in the 1982 fiscal year, which was 
not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. June 17, 
1985. 


13. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Lottario Lottery: a) Number of tickets 
sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) The 
amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the Treas- 
ury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid out in 
prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or retained 
by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) The 
amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. f) 
The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by Lottario in the 1982 fiscal year, which 
was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 


14. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Super Loto Lottery: a) Number of tick- 
ets sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the 
Treasury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid 
out in prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or 
retained by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) 
The amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. 
f) The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery in the 1982 fiscal year, 
which was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June dF A985 


15. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Wintario Lottery: a) Number of tickets 
sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) The 
amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the Treas- 
ury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid out in 
prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or retained 
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by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) The 
amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. f) 
The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Wintario in the 1982 fiscal year, 
which was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 


16. Myr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Provincial Lottery: a) Number of tick- 
ets sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the 
Treasury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid 
out in prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or 
retained by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) 
The amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. 
f) The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery in the 1982 fiscal year, 
which was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 
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GOVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS 


Resuming the Adjourned Debate on the Amendment to the Amendment to the 
Motion for an Address in Reply to the Speech of the Honourable the Lieuten- 
ant Governor at the Opening of the Session. 


Second Reading Bill 1, An Act to revise the Family Law Reform Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 3, An Act respecting Actions arising from Transboundary 
Pollution between Ontario and reciprocating Jurisdictions. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 7, An Act to amend certain Ontario Statutes to conform 
to section 15 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 8, An Act to amend certain Ontario Statutes to conform 
to section 6 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 9, An Act to establish the Ministry of Skills Development. 
Mr. Gillies. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 11, An Act to revise the Change of Name Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 12, An Act to amend the Children’s Law Reform Act. 
Mr. Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 13, An Act to amend the Vital Statistics Act. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 14, An Act respecting the Enforcement of Support and 
Custody Orders. Mr. Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 15, An Act to amend the Creditors’ Relief Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 16, An Act to amend the Public Commercial Vehicles 
Act. Mr. McCague. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 17, An Act to amend the Highway Traffic Act. Mr. 
McCague. . PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 18, An Act to amend the Off-Road Vehicles Act, 1983. 
Mr. McCague. 
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PRIVATE MEMBERS’ PUBLIC BILLS AND ORDERS 


Second Reading Bill 2, An Act to amend the Human Tissue Gift Act. Mr. 
Van Horne. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 4, An Act respecting Advertising by Governmental 
Organizations. Mr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 5, An Act to amend the Election Finances Reform Act. 
Mr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 6, An Act respecting the Rights of Non-Unionized 
Workers. Mr. Haggerty. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 10, An Act to amend the Labour Relations Act. Mr. 
Haggerty. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 19, An Act to relieve Persons from Liability in respect of 
voluntary Emergency Medical and First Aid Services. Mr. Haggerty. 


Second Reading Bill 20, An Act to ensure the Regeneration and Reforestation 
of Forests in Ontario. Mr. Foulds. 


Second Reading Bill 21, An Act to amend the Animals for Research Act. Mr. 
Philip. 


NOTICES 
GOVERNMENT MOTION 


1. Miss Stephenson—Resolution—That the Treasurer of Ontario be authorized 
to pay the salaries of the civil servants and other necessary payments pend- 
ing the voting of Supply for the period commencing July 1, 1985 and ending 
October 31, 1985, such payments to be charged to the proper appropriation 
following the voting of Supply. 
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PRIVATE MEMBERS’ MOTIONS 


1. Mr. Johnston (Scarborough West)—Resolution—That in the opinion of this 
House, the Province of Ontario, Canada, should declare itself a Nuclear 
Arms Free Zone, and the Government should prohibit the deployment of 
nuclear weapons in Ontario, the testing of nuclear weapons and associated 
equipment in the Province, the construction of nuclear weapons and associ- 
ated equipment, the transport of nuclear weapons and associated equipment 
through and within the Province, and the export of goods and materials for 
use in the construction and deployment of nuclear arms. In addition, the 
Province should encourage cities, provinces and states throughout the world 
to initiate similar action. 


2. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
access to health care treatment and facilities should be a right and nota priv- 
ilege, and should not be subject to geographic or economic barriers, the Gov- 
ernment of Ontario should incorporate as a fully-insured service under 
OHIP the cost of medically necessary travel, as determined by a qualified 
physician, in excess of 200 miles; and further that the Government should 
begin by instituting such coverage for residents of Northern Ontario (that is 
for those living in the Territorial Districts north of the French River) within 
six months of the passage of this resolution and that coverage for the rest of 
the province be phased in over a four-year period; and further that in the 
case of a child needing such medically necessary travel, the Government give 
consideration to covering the costs of travel for one parent or guardian of 
such a child. 


3. Mr. Warner—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, considering the 
continuing Turkish occupation of Cyprus and the unknown fate of 2,000 
missing Cypriots, the Government of Ontario should express concern about 
the continuing illegal Turkish colonization of Cyprus, and the latest seces- 
sionist movement of the Denktash regime, by: (1) urging the Government of 
Canada to support measures for the implementation of the U.N. resolutions 
on Cyprus; (2) calling upon the Turkish Government to provide immediate 
information on the missing Cypriots which according to indisputable evi- 
dence are held by Turkish authorities contrary to international law; (3) call- 
ing upon the Turkish Government to respect the human rights provision of 
the Helsinki accord, especially in regards to Cyprus; (4) calling upon the 
Turkish Government to cease immediately further colonization of Cyprus 
and to withdraw all illegal colonists, transplanted with a view to changing 
the demographic nature of the Island; (5) condemning the new secessionist 
movement of the so-called “Federated State of Northern Cyprus”; and (6) 
calling upon the Government of Canada to cease further negotiations with 
the Turkish Government on the sale of a nuclear reactor, until the latter 
complies with the U.N. resolutions on Cyprus and shows a respect for inter- 
national law. 


4. Ms. Bryden—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
part-time workers in both the public and private sector are discriminated 
against by the denial of many benefits and rights provided to other workers 
in the same establishment, a Charter of Rights for Part-Time Workers be 
added to both the Employment Standards Act and the Labour Relations Act 
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to provide pro rata benefits and collective bargaining rights to such workers 
and that they be made eligible for severance pay and retraining and readjust- 
ment programs provided for other workers displaced by technological 
change in the same establishment. 


5. Mr. Epp—Resolution—That this House authorizes that a Proclamation be 
issued by the Governor General under the Great Seal of Canada amending 
Section 7 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms to read as 
follows: 


7. Everyone has the right to life, liberty, security of the person and enjoy- 
ment of property and the right not be deprived thereof except in accord- 
ance with the principles of fundamental justice, 


and urges that the Senate and House of Commons and the Legislative 
Assemblies of the other provinces do likewise. 


6. Mr. Van Horne—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Minister 
of Labour should appoint a board of inquiry to consider the obstacles and 
difficulties faced by Canadian football players seeking positions of C.F.L. 
teams and Canadian quarterbacks who seek positions on C.F.L. teams, the 
role played by the C.F.L.’s designated import rule in these situations, and 
possible solutions to the problems. 


7. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Federal Con- 
servative government has, by eliminating full inflation protection for Cana- 
dian pensioners, imposed unfair hardships on those least able to protect 
themselves; and therefore, this House condemns as arbitrary and _ ill- 
conceived the budget of Michael Wilson which takes money out of the pock- 
ets of pensioners while providing more tax giveaways to the wealthy; 
strongly calls upon the Government of Canada to abandon its intention to 
de-index pensions and urges the Government of Ontario to make the strong- 
est possible representation to the Government of Canada to re-affirm the 
Federal Conservative government’s election promise to protect Canadian 
pensioners. 


8. Mr. Morin-Strom—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Fed- 
eral Conservative government has favoured business and the rich at the 
expense of the economically disadvantaged, particularly pensioners, and 
considering Finance Minister Michael Wilson statement that Canada has 
‘an acute shortage of rich people,” this House condemns the federal budget 
of Michael Wilson that focuses on more tax breaks for the wealthy rather 
than providing decent pensions for elderly and more employment opportuni- 
ties for the unemployed poor, and that the Canadian government should rec- 
ognize that our problem is too many poor people, not too few rich people. 
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MOTIONS RELATING TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE REPORT 
UPON THE REDISTRIBUTION OF ONTARIO INTO ELECTORAL 
DISTRICTS 


1. Myr. Yakabuski—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to 
the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew South on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Renfrew South 
which have existed since 1867. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the question of 
the ease of transportation and communication within the larger pro- 
posed Electoral District of Renfrew, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in the Assembly. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to and indeed did 
ignore the question of community of interest. Historically and socially, 
the residents of Renfrew South have never been closely tied or had a 
common community of interest with the residents of Renfrew North. 
Further, the Townships of Bagot and Blithfield, McNab and West 
Carleton, the Village Braeside and the Town of Arnprior have always 
had close ties with the other municipalities within the Electoral District 
of Renfrew South. 





4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to written repre- 
sentations or to oral representations made to the Commission during the 
public sittings that were held in Ottawa in May, 1984. 


5. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the population quota in 
determining boundaries for the proposed Electoral District of Renfrew. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 

Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 

Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

John Turner (Peterborough) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry) 
Doug Wiseman (Lanark) 
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2. Mr. Gregory—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Mississauga East on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that estab- 
lished the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a) of the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating a distinct and separate community, the former Town 
of Malton, with traditional organized neighbourhoods represented by 
homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the existing 
Riding of Mississauga East. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area north of Eglinton Avenue with 
the current Riding of Mississauga East. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16, 1983 
Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influence of 
existing major roadways, Highway No. 10 on the west and the Queen 
Elizabeth Highway on the south, which have tended to serve as natural 
geographic barriers between communities of people. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d) of the June 16, 1983 Resolution 
of the Legislative Assembly by combining the northern portion of the 
City of Mississauga, an area expected to experience growth in popula- 
tion with an existing riding where population growth is expected to be, 
at the most, minimal. In so doing the Commission has placed Missis- 
sauga East Riding within the upper range of the pcpulation guidelines 
established by the Commission foregoing expected future growth consid- 
erations. | 


6. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f) of the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
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by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
boundaries which serve to separate and distinguish neighbourhood 
organizations. By amalgaming a large portion of Ward 5 with Ward 3 
and displacing Wards 4 and 7 of the existing Riding, it appears that the 
Commission failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on 
the Member of the Provincial Parliament for the Riding in question, 
thereby rendering more difficult adequate representation of the people 
in Parliament. 


7. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of electoral districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g) of the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly by existing the northern boundary of the Riding to the city limit, 
despite the fact that the current northern boundary, Eglinton Avenue or 
any configuration thereof between such and Burnhamthorpe Road East, 
represents a natural extension in comparison to existing ward bounda- 
ries, and preserves the physical, social and economic cohesion of the 
present electoral district. 





8. The Commission failed to give due consideration to special geographic 
considerations, including the accessibility of such regions or the size or 
shape thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (h) of the June 16, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by increasing the size of the 
riding in. north-south terms and reducing the riding east-west com- 
munity links and adding a community at the north end separated from 
the rest of the riding by the Pearson International Airport and Highway 
No. 401. 


At the same time, the Commission failed to facilitate the need for ease of 
transportation and communication, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


9. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 
Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 
Leo Bernier (Kenora) 
Gordon Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 
Susan Fish (St. George) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
‘Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 
Robert Runciman (Leeds) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


3. Mr. Pollock—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
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visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Hastings-Peterborough on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
economic and community of interest factors, thus making difficult ade- 
quate representation in the Legislature. 


2. By removing four municipalities from south Hastings (Thurlow, Tyen- 
dinaga, Tyendinaga Indian Reserve and Deseronto) the Commission 
ignored the geography of the region in that these municipalities are sepa- 
rated from Prince Edward-Lennox by the Bay of Quinte. Historically 
these municipalities have always been part of the former Hastings rid- 
ings prior to the enlargement to Hastings-Peterborough. As to com- 
munity of interests, all municipalities except the Reserve have repre- 
sentation in Hastings County Council and Hastings County Board of 
Education. The Moira River Conservation Authority covers all of this 
area. Provincial Government offices in Belleville and Stirling, rather 
than Picton serve these municipalities. Telephone access from each of 
these municipalities to the county seat and to each other is without 
charge. Population is increasing due to proximity to the City of Belle- 
ville. 


3. By adding a portion of the City of Peterborough the Commission failed 
to consider community of interests. Hastings-Peterborough is a large 
rural constituency, composed of small villages and townships. Another 
township and village such as Lakefield, would reduce the pressure on 
the Peterborough Riding while preserving common interests. 


4. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to representa- 
tions made to it during public hearings in May, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of | 
the Act in question. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Terry O’Connor (Oakville) 

Peter Partington (Brock) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


4. Mr. Conway—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
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respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew North on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 


geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province of Ontario. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 


tions made to it with respect to the difficulty which would be experi- 
enced by those residerits in areas such as Chalk River, Deep River and 
Stonecliffe if they were to be aligned with the new riding of Parry 
Sound-Nipissing-Renfrew. Residents in these and other rural areas in 
Renfrew North would be further disadvantaged because of geographic 
location if they were to be realigned and would be without the kind of 
representation in the Legislature to which they are entitled. 


. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to both written 


and oral presentations made to it during the public hearings in Ottawa 
in the month of May, 1984. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Jim Bradley (St. Catharines) 

Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Herbert A. Epp (Waterloo North) 
Barnard Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Raymond L. Haggerty (Erie) 

Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 
Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Gordon D. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Robert F. Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 
Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 
Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 

Jack Riddell (Huron Middlesex) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale). 

Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

John Sweeney (Kitchener-Wilmot) 
Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 


Mr. McLean—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Simcoe East on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the geographic and 


topographical factors when planning the redistribution of this electoral 
boundary in the Province. By ignoring these natural factors, the means 
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of communication and accessibility is hampered and thereby rendering 
more difficult adequate representation of the people in the Provincial 
Parliament. As currently proposed, the representative would have to i 
travel through the Electoral District of Muskoka in order to reach the 

new parts of the District. These factors are specifically provided for in 

the Terms of Reference established by the House. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the traditional and 
historical significance felt by both the Town of Midland and the City of 
Orillia after having shared one hundred and five years together in the 
same Electoral District. Existing and traditional boundaries are specifi- 
cally provided for in the Terms of Reference established by the House. 


3. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Reuben C. Baetz (Ottawa West) 

Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

W. Donald Cousens (York Centre) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 
Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 
Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings Peterborough) 
W. Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


6. Mr. Brandt—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Sarnia on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the geographic, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion; 


2. In particular, with respect to the proposal to split the Township of Sar- 
nia between the ridings of Sarnia and Lambton, the Commission failed 
to recognize: 





(i) historical and existing municipal boundaries; | 
(ii) the existing and traditional boundaries of Electoral Districts; and ‘ 


(ili) the varying conditions and requirements regarding representation 
as between urban and rural Electoral Districts. 








AS 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to maintaining 
the historic, geographic and demographic linkages, both within the 
Township of Sarnia, and as an integral part of the present riding of 
Sarnia; 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the course of the Public 
Hearings; 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the intent and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Robert Elgie (York East) 

Susan Fish (St. George) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
Alan Pope (Cochrane South) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


'7. Mr. Barlow—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Cambridge on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
electoral boundaries which have remained virtually unchanged, both 
provincially and federally, since 1867. 


2. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the importance of 
North Dumfries being geographically located within the Regional 
Municipality of Waterloo and has failed to recognize that the residents 
pay part of the their municipal taxes to the Region and their school taxes 
to either the Waterloo County Board of Education or the Waterloo 
County Separate School Board. 


3. The Commission failed to recognize that the removal of part of North 
Dumfries from the Cambridge Riding would, in fact remove the rights 
of the residents of that part of North Dumfries from representation in 
the Provincial Legislature by a member who is also a resident of the 
Regional Municipality of Waterloo. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the population 
trends of North Dumfries, which has remained stable, at less than 5,000 
for many years. 
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5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the changing popu- 
lation trends in the balance of the Regional Municipality of Waterloo 
and failed to recognize that by 1991, the next census year, the Region 
will have sufficient population to require an additional provincial Rid- 
ing at which time North Dumfries will be moved to yet another Elec- 
toral District. 


6. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the average popula- 
tion quota (plus or minus 25%) as required by the June 16, 1983 Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly. Based on the average population of the 
66,347 both Cambridge and Brant-Haldimand would be within the 
quota regardless of which Riding North Dumfries was located in. 


7. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 

Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Allan McLean (Simcoe East) 

Jack Pierce (Rainy River) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry) 


8. Mr. Henderson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to 
the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Etobicoke East on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the traditional 
and historic community of Humber and failed to respect the historic 
bonds linking the people on the western bank of the Humber River. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the cultural 
and ethnic links uniting the people west of Islington Avenue with the 
Electoral District of Etobicoke West, and thereby forced an artificial 
juxtaposition of those neighbourhoods with the community of Humber 
thereby compromising adequate representation in the Assembly. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the cultural 
and ethnic links between the people of the area bounded by Eglinton 
Avenue on the south, and the Macdonald-Cartier Freeway on the north- 
west, those neighbourhoods being more appropriately linked with the 
parts of the Electoral District of Etobicoke East which lie north of 
Eglinton Avenue. The ethnic, religious and cultural nature of the area 

















— 
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of Etobicoke lying north of Eglinton Avenue is homogeneous, and exist- 
ing cultural, neighbourhood, and transportation links render this area 


very much a unit in terms of appropriate continuity of Assembly repre- 
sentation. 


. The Commission may have given too much emphasis to population quo- 


tas in determing boundaries for the southerly electoral districts in Etobi- 
coke. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Gordon I. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 
Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

Larry South (Frontenac-Addington) 


9. Mr. Cooke (Windsor-Riverside)—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the 
House of November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an 
objection to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries 
Commission respecting the Electoral District of Windsor-Riverside on the 
grounds set forth hereinafter: 


is 


4. 


The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the physical, social 
and economic cohesion in many of the proposed electoral districts and 
seemed to, and indeed did ignore the matter of community of interests, 
thus making more difficult the adequate representation of the people in 
the Legislative Assembly. 


. By removing the area south of the CNR tracks, and north of Tecumseh 


Road between Walker Road and Norman Road while leaving in the 
area between the Detroit River and the CNR tracks and the area south 
of Tecumseh Road. To do this ignores physical, social and economic 
cohesion and ignores community of interest. 


. The Commission ignored the representations made to the Commission 


on behalf of various individuals and groups, none of whom made pro- 
posals similar to the Commission’s proposals. 


And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 
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Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Richard Allen (Hamilton West) 

Michael J. Breaugh (Oshawa) 

Brian A. Charlton (Hamilton Mountain) 
Jim Foulds (Port Arthur) 

Evelyn Gigantes (Ottawa Centre) 

Floyd Laughren (Nickel Belt) 

Bob Mackenzie (Hamilton East) 

Elie W. Martel (Sudbury East) 

Ross McClellan (Bellwoods) 


10. Mr. Jackson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Burlington South on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Burlington South 
which have existed since 1874. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Region of Halton, fac- 
tors which are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) 
through (h), in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly that established the Commission. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating a district and separate community, the Riding of Oak- 
ville South, with a traditional organized neighbourhood represented by 
the East Burlington Ratepayers Association, known as Ward 8, con- 
tained in the Riding of Burlington South. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
boundaries which serve to separate and distinguish neighbourhood 
organizations. By amalgamating Ward 8 of the existing Burlington 
South Riding with the new Riding of Oakville South the Commission 
failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on the members 
of the Provincial Parliament for the Oakville South Riding, thereby ren- 
dering more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parlia- 
ment. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication by failing to recognize the absence of any significant com- 
munications that exist between and in any way unite the area known as 
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Ward 8 currently in Burlington South and proposed by the Commission 
for inclusion with Oakville South, thereby rendering more difficult ade- 
quate representation of the people in Parliament. 


. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the specific boundary 


lines as suggested by the Four-district Plan submitted by the Regional 
Municipality of Halton in determing boundaries for the proposed Elec- 
toral District of Burlington South. 


. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the population quota in 


determining boundaries for the proposed Electoral District of Burling- 
ton South. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


William C. Davis (Scarborough Centre) 
Robert Elgie (York East) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
Allan McLean (Simcoe East) 

Terrance P. O’Connor (Oakville) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Earl W. Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 


Mr. Timbrell—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Don Mills on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 


the community and diversity of interests, the existing and traditional 
boundaries of the Electoral District, the special geographic considera- 
tions, and the accessibility, size and shape of the Electoral District of 
Don Mills by annexing that portion of Don Mills riding that lies north of 
Lawrence Avenue to the Electoral District of York Mills. 


The area in question, bordered by Lawrence Avenue East on the south, 
Leslie Street on the west, York Mills Road on the north, and the Don 


. River on the east, should) remain in the Electoral District of Don Mills 


for the following reasons: 


(a) The original Don Mills community comprised the four neighbour- 
hoods focussed on the intersection of Don Mills Road and Law- 
rence Avenue East. This area is still the heart of Don Mills, and 
the area above Lawrence Avenue East is a vital component of this 
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long established community. To divide the Electoral District along 
Lawrence Avenue East would be contrary to the Commission 
Guideline (g), violating the traditional boundaries of Electoral Dis- 
tricts, that is, the current boundary. 


iS 


Removing the area north of Lawrence Avenue East would divide 
the area tributary to Don Mills Junior High School and Don Millis 
Collegiate. It would also split, in half, the area represented by the 
Don Mills Residents Association, another indicator of the com- 
munity identity, and thereby violate Guideline (a), of the Commis- 
sion, by failing to take into account community of interests. 


— 


The dividing of the Don Mills Community is contrary to the spirit 
of the Commission Guideline (f), which is to heed the existing 
boundaries of the municipal ward boundary, that is, Ward 10 of 
the City of North York, which is clearly focussed on the intersec- 
tion of Lawrence Avenue East and Don Mills Road. This is sup- 
ported by the fact that for municipal planning purposes, the City 
of North York includes the areas both north and south of Law- 
rence Avenue East into the “Don Mills Community”. 


(c 


(d) Commission Guideline (h) is also brought into question here as the 
community of Don Mills is focussed on the intersection of Law- 
rence Avenue East and Don Mills Road, rather than divided by 
this landmark. The proposed boundary is blatantly contrary to the 
accessibility, size and shape of the community of Don Mills. 


2. The proposed electoral boundary in the south end of the Electoral Dis- 
trict of Don Mills is another example of the Commission’s failure to fol- 
low the guidelines established by the House. 


Objection is made to this boundary, which effectively severs the area 
bounded by Woodbine Avenue on the west, Taylor Creek park on the 
north, Chisholm Avenue on the east, and Lumsden Avenue on the 
south. The grounds for this objection are that the proposed boundary is 
contrary to both Guidelines (a) and (f). This community is known as the 
“Cedarvale Area” of the Borough of East York, and is focussed on the 
community facilities available at the corner of Cosburn and Cedarvale 
Avenues; namely the Stan Wadlow Clubhouse, the East York Curling 
Club, the Memorial Arena, the Kiwanis swimming pool, and Parkside 
Public School, all of which are located adjacent to that intersection. To 
cut this neighbourhood in half as proposed would be to confuse the elec- 
torate of the “Cedarvale Community” as to which Electoral District they 
belong, and is contrary to Guidelines (a) and (g). 


Moreover, the proposed southern boundary is even contrary to Guide- 
line (f), as it does not follow the new municipal ward boundaries 
between Wards 1 and 2 of the Borough of East York. The Commission 
should maintain the existing southern boundary running from the inter- 
section of Woodbine Avenue and O’Connor Drive, to the corner of 
Wakewood Street and Victoria Park Avenue. Barring this, the Commis- 
sion should change the proposed boundary to run from the intersection 
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of Woodbine Avenue and O’Connor Drive through Taylor Creek Park, 
all the way to Dawes Road and then south along Dawes Road to the 
City limits, similar to the proposed southern projection down Cedarvale 
Avenue. This would then be in agreement with the Guidelines (a), (g), 
and (f) cited earlier, and it would follow the recently approved new 
municipal ward boundaries. 


3. Finally, objection is made to the Commission’s proposed boundary at 
the top north-west corner of Don Mills Riding. Although there have 
been no changes from the existing boundaries, it is recommended that 
the area south of the west-branch of the Don River, east of the City of 
Toronto boundary, and north of Lawrence Avenue East, should be 
included in the Electoral District of Don Mills. This very small area rep- 
resents only about five small streets which lie within the municipality of 
the City of North York, and is considered to be part of the “Lawrence 
Park Community” of North York (the majority of which already lies in 
the Electoral District of Don Mills). The basis for this argument lies in 
Guidelines (a) and (h), since the residents of this community consider 
themselves as part of the Lawrence Park neighbourhood of North York, 
as well as the fact that accessibility to this area is through the Electoral 
District of Don Mills (that is, Lawrence Avenue East and Mildenhall 
Road). By adding this small community to Don Mills Riding, the Com- 
mission would be eliminating a small and unnecessary quirk in the elec- 
toral boundaries and thereby would be maintaining the community 
interest. 








4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 





Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie L. Eves (Parry Sound) 
Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 
Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 
| 

| 

| 

| 





Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 
Allan K. McLean (Simcoe East) 

| Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Alan W. Pope (Cochrane South) 

| Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 


12. Myr. Eves—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
| 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
| sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
| ing the Electoral District of Parry Sound-Nipissing-Renfrew on the grounds 
set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission did not give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
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are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that estab- 
lished the Commission. 


. The Commission did not fully take into account the community or div- 
ersity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (a), of the June 
16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by amalgamating four 
organized municipalities from the County of Renfrew in particular, as 
well as a large portion of the District of Nipissing, with the existing Rid- 
ing of Parry Sound. 


. The Commission needs to look more closely at the means of communica- 
tion as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of the June 16, 1983, 
Resolution of the Legislative Assembly as there is an absence of any sig- 
nificant shared means of communication (most specifically, newspapers) 
that exist between and, in any way unite the affected municipalities in 
the County of Renfrew and the current Riding of Parry Sound. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (c), of the June 16, 1983, 
Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influences of 
Algonquin Park and the Ottawa River Valley which serve to separate 
and distinguish the municipalities in the County of Renfrew from organ- 
ized municipalities in the Districts of Parry Sound and Nipissing, result- 
ing in an Eastern Ontario orientation for municipalities located along 
the Ottawa River that is distinct from the Northern orientation that has 
characterized the Riding of Parry Sound since its creation exactly one 
hundred years ago. 


. The Commission did not look closely enough at population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d), of the June 16, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly in increasing the number of organized 
municipalities in the proposed Riding of Parry Sound-Nipissing-Ren- 
frew to forty from thirty-five. Currently, the riding encompasses more 
organized municipalities than any of the other 124 Provincial Electoral 
districts. At the same time, it appears that the Commission should look 
more carefully at the demands placed on the Member of the Provincial 
Parliament for the riding in question by the estimated 50,000 seasonal 
(summer) residents of the District of Parry Sound, thereby rendering 
more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


. The Commission did not give sufficient weight to the varying conditions 
and requirements regarding representation as between urban and rural 
Electoral Districts as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (e), of the 
June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by significantly 
expanding the size of one of the Province’s rural ridings and thus contri- 
buting to a decline in the level of rural representation in the Legislative 
Assembly to less than 22 per cent of the Province’s electoral districts. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of Electoral Districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative 
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Assembly by extending the eastern boundary of the riding to the County 
of Renfrew and the Ottawa River despite the fact that the current east- 
ern boundary has been in place for almost twenty years and represents 
the most easterly extension of Parry Sound’s boundaries in the one hun- 
dred year history of the riding. 


8. The Commission failed to give due consideration to special geographic 
considerations, including the accessibility of such regions or the size or 
shape thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (h), of the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by increasing the size of 
one of the Province’s largest ridings and in so doing, intensifying the 
already exorbitant time and travel demands associated with the repre- 
sentation of this riding. In order to travel from one of the western-most 
population centres, Parry Sound to the proposed eastern-most popula- 
tion centres, Deep River or Chalk River, travel time of at least four 
hours is required, rendering more difficult adequate representation of 
the people in Parliament. 


9. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Philip W. Andrewes (Lincoln) 

Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 

Claude Bennett (Ottawa South) 

Sean Conway (Renfrew North) 

W. Donald Cousens (York Centre) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Allan K. McLean (Simcoe.East) 

Ronald K. McNeil (Elgin) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 

K. Ross Stevenson (Durham- York) 
-Nobel Villeneuve (Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry) 


13. Myr. Turner—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Peterborough on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


a: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and community of interest factors when planning 
the redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, which 
factors are specifically provided for in the Resolution to the Legislative 
Assembly which established the Commission under date of June 16, 
1983. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
existing traditional and historical boundaries, and community of interest 
and other factors as contained in the Resolution, by removing that part 
of the City of Peterborough which lies east of the Otonabee River. Resi- 
dents of this area would be disadvantaged if they were to be realigned 
and would be denied the kind of representation in the Legislature to 
which they are entitled. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
existing boundaries of municipalities or wards thereof by suggesting that 
the part of the City of Peterborough lying east of the Otonabee River be 
part of the Hastings-Peterborough Electoral District thus effectively iso- 
lating all residents of that area together with cultural, educational, 
health care, religious, social services, business and industrial facilities 
from their established community of interest and means of communica- 
tion and travel, from the rest of the City of Peterborough, thereby ren- 
dering more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parlia- 
ment. 


4. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to representa- 
tions made to it during public hearings in May, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 

John Lane (Algoma-Manitoulin) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

W. Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 

Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

Nobel Villeneuve (Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry) 
Douglas J. Wiseman (Lanark) 


14. Mr. Treleaven—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Oxford on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 
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1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the wishes of 
the residents of Tillsonburg who the Commission admits, made many 
representations protesting the proposed separation of Tillsonburg from 
the Oxford Electoral District. 





2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Oxford which 
have existed almost exactly in its present form since 1933. 


3. The Commission has failed to give adequate consideration to the fact 
that all municipal services in Tillsonburg, including public health, 
library services, the educational system, hospital services, and garbage 
disposal, are a part of Oxford County services and as such can be better 
represented within a single Electoral District. 





4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 

Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 
Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 





15. Myr. Sterling—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral Districts of Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry and 
Leeds Grenville on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 





| 1. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
family, economic and community of interest factors for the County of 
| Grenville. 


2. The Commission failed to recognize the desire of the residents of the 
County of Grenville that they remain as one unit and not be divided into 
two separate ridings. As there was no notice that a division of Grenville 

County was being contemplated, the residents of Grenville do not 
believe they have had an opportunity to be heard. , 


3. The Commission failed to take notice that the County of Grenville looks 
in two directions, to the west and to the north. Local governments are 
tied together under the United Counties of Leeds and Grenville. Most 
services offered or supported by the Provincial Government are admin- 
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istered on a County or United County basis. Economic and transporta- 
tion factors draw the County of Grenville to the Regional Municipality 
of Ottawa-Carleton. With the completion of Highway 416 expected in 
the next five years, these ties will become stronger. 


. Therefore, the Commission failed to recognize that the people of Gren- 


ville wish to remain as one unit and that they wish to remain with part 
of the Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton or be joined to the 
County of Leeds. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 

Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

Ernie L. Eves (Parry Sound) 

Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


16. Mr. Eakins—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Victoria~-Haliburton on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


i 


That the Commission was insufficiently guided by the items which were 
set out in the Terms of Reference dated the 16 of June, 1983, and 
amended on the 30 of November, 1984, set out in the resolution as Items 
A to H in setting up the Electoral District of Victoria-Haliburton. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 


tion made to it to maintain the historic representation provided to repre- 
sent the rural constituencies in the County of Victoria in the past. 


. The elimination of the Township of Manvers would unnecessarily con- 


fuse the constituents, following their joining the County of Victoria in 
1974; and would disrupt rural representation in the Legislative Assem- 
bly of Ontario. 


. The Commission did not redistribute population equally across the 


Province. 


. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all the repre- 


sentations made to the Commission during the Winter and Spring of 
1984. 


we 


ip, 
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6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham-Kent) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
James McGuigan (Kent-Elgie) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 

Hugh P. O’Neil (Quinte) 

Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 

Douglas R. Reycraft (Middlesex) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 


17. Mr. Sorbara—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of York North on the grounds set forth here- 
inafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to geographical, 
political, and demographic factors when planning the redistribution of 
electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which are specifically 
provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) in the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that established the Com- 
mission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating with the proposed Electoral District York Ontario, a 
distinct and separate community, the Town of Whitchurch-Stouffville, 
which Town traditionally identifies with organized neighbourhoods rep- 
resented by homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the 
proposed Electoral District of York North. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area of the Town of Whitchurch- 
Stouffville and the proposed Electoral District of York Ontario. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d), of the June 16, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly. No recognition has been taken of the 
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enormous population growth in the existing Electoral District of York | 
since 1981. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Joseph Cordiano (Downsview) 

Alvin Curling (Scarborough North) 

John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 

Rick E. Ferraro (Wellington South) 

Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 

James D. Henderson (Humber) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 

Joan Smith (London South) 

Lawrence South (Frontenac-Addington) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


18. Mr. South—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Frontenac-Addington on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the following factors: historical, community interests, population diver- 
gence from the desired average when planning the redistribution of elec- 
toral boundaries within the Province of Ontario. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to both the oral 
and written presentations made to it during the public hearings in King- 
ston on May 7, 1984. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the traditional 
attachments and associations, both political and social of Pittsburgh 
Township with the rest of the County of Frontenac when it recom- 
mended that Pittsburgh Township be severed from the riding of Fronte- 
nac-Addington. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham-Kent) 

James Bradley (St. Catharines) 

John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Rick E. Ferraro (Wellington South) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
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James D. Henderson (Humber) 

Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 

Gilles Morin (Carleton East) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

David W. Smith (Lambton) 

Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


Mr. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk)—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of 
the House of November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an 
objection to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries 
Commission respecting the Electoral District of Haldimand-Norfolk on the 
grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. That the Commission failed to give adequate attention and considera- 
tion to geographical, political and demographic factors when planning 
the redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion. 


2. That the Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the 
physical, economic and community of interest factors, thus making dif- 
ficult adequate representation in the Legislature. 


3. That the Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the exist- 
ing electoral boundaries which have remained virtually unchanged, 
both provincially and federally since the formation of the Regional 
Municipality of Haldimand-Norfolk by the Province in 1974. The pro- 
posed boundaries are divisive. 


4. That the Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the 
representations made to the Commission during the public hearings in 
April, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham-Kent) 

James Bradley (St. Catharines) 

John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

Vincent Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 

‘Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) 
Robert Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 


Mr. Haggerty—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
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visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Erie on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the physical, social 
and economic cohesion of existing electoral boundaries, Welland South 
—Erie, and did not understand the question of community interest, rec- 
reational interest along the southern boundary of Lake Erie. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration when proposing 
to divide the City of Niagara Falls between the Electoral Boundaries of 
Niagara Falls and Erie Riding with respect to the varying conditions 
and requirements between urban and rural districts. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the average popula- 
tion quota (plus or minus 25%) as required by the June 16, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly, based on the average population. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the 3,500 house- 
holders not listed due to their citizenship living along the shoreline of 
Lake Erie who also require representation by the elected Member of 
Parliament. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Herbert Epp (Waterloo North) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Gordon I. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

David W. Smith (Lambton) 

Gregory Sorbara (York North) 

Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 


21. Mr. Mitchell—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Carleton on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


That the Commission failed to give adequate attention to all of the rep- 
resentations made to the Commission during the public sittings that 
were held in the month of May, 1984. 


And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 














29 
Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

John Lane (Algoma-Manitoulin) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 
John M. Turner (Peterborough) 

Noble A. Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 


22. Mr. Elston—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Huron-Bruce on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission was insufficiently guided by the items which were set 
out in the Terms of Reference dated the 16 of June, 1983, and amended 
on the 30 of November, 1984, set out in the resolution as Items A to H in 
seting up the Electoral District of Huron-Bruce. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tion made to it to maintain the historic representation provided to repre- 
sent the rural constituencies in the Counties of Huron and Bruce in the 
past. 


3. The elimination of one riding in the Huron, Bruce, Grey and Middlesex 
area would seriously erode rural representation in the Legislative 
Assembly of Ontario. 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the Winter and Spring of 
1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
James McGuigan (Kent-Elgin) 
Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Hugh O’Neil (Quinte) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 
Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 
David W. Smith (Lambton) 
Gregory Sorbara (York North) 
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Larry South (Frontenac-Addington) | 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) | 


23. Mr. McKessock—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to 
the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Grey on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. That the Commission failed to give adequate attention and considera- 
tion to geographical, political and demographic factors when planning 
the redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis! 
sion. 


2. That the Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the 
physical, economic and community of interest factors, thus making dif- 
ficult adequate representation in the Legislature. The Commission 
changed the Riding from predominantly rural to predominantly urban. 


3. When four ridings were changed into three, the Commission failed to 
give adequate consideration to the value of rural representation to the 
Province, in upholding our basic industry, agriculture and tourism. 





4. That the Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the 
representations made to the Commission during the public hearings in 
April, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and eee: of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 
Rick Ferraro (Wellington South) 
Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

James D. Henderson (Humber) 
Donald S. Knight (Halton-Burlington) 
Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
Gilles Morin (Carleton East) 

Jack Riddell (Huron-Middlesex) 
Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 
Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 


24. Mr. Ruprecht—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Parkdale on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 
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1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) 
through (h) in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
that established the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly by amalgamating a distinct community found within the present 
Riding of Dovercourt. 


3. In particular, with respect to the proposal to separate the Northern sec- 
tions of the present boundaries from its Southern community, the Com- 
mission failed to recognize: 


(i) historical and existing municipal boundaries; 





(ii) the existing and traditional boundaries of Electoral Districts. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
boundaries which serve to distinguish neighbourhood organizations. By 
amalgamating a large portion of Ward 4 with Ward 2 and displacing 
Wards 1 and 3 of the existing Riding it appears that the Commission 
failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on the Member 
of the Provincial Parliament for the Riding in question, thereby render- 
ing more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 





5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
James McGuigan (Kent-Elgin) 
Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
Gilles Morin (Carleton East) 

‘Lily Munro (Hamilton Centre) 
Hugh O’Neil (Quinte) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 
David W. Smith (Lambton) 

Joan Smith (London South) 
Gregory Sorbara (York North) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 
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25. Mr. Stevenson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to 
the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Durham-York on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
community of interests amongst the Townships of Brock, Uxbridge, 
Georgina, East Gwillimbury and the Township of Scugog and the 
northern portion of the Township of Pickering, thereby ignoring the 
common distinctly agricultural nature of these communities and their 
common dependence on tourism and small businesses. 


2. The Commission failed to give sufficient consideration to the topograph- 
ical features of the riding; specifically the similar demands and needs of 
the communities along the shores of Lake Simcoe and Lake Scugog. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the ease of transpor- 
tation and communication, and the social and historic links arising from 
them, connecting the Township of Scugog and the northern areas of the 
Township of Pickering to the areas within the proposed constituency of 
York-Ontario. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the requirements 
regarding representation as between urban and rural Electoral Districts 
by including the predominantly rural Township of Scugog and the 
northern portions of the Township of Pickering with the mostly non-ru- 
ral, non-agricultural areas to their south, thereby rendering more diffi- 
cult adequate representation of the people in the Legislature. 


5. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the population 
trends of the Township of Scugog and the northern portions of the 
Township of Pickering and their similarity to the population trends of 
the area included in the proposed Electoral Boundaries of York-Ontario 
and their dissimilarity to the population trends of the areas to their 
south. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie L. Eves (Parry Sound) 
Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 
Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 
Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 
Peter Partington (Brock) 
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Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 


26. Mr. Hayes—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Essex North on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. 


The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Essex North. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the difficulty 


of representing a large number of individual communities. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing munici- 


pal boundaries. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Marion Bryden (Beaches-Woodbine) 
Dave Cooke (Windsor-Riverside) 

Ruth A. Grier (Lakeshore) 

Richard F. Johnston (Scarborough West) 
Floyd Laughren (Nickel Belt) 

Elie W. Martel (Sudbury East) 

Gilles Pouliot (Lake Nipigon) 

David Ramsay (Timiskaming) 

Melvin L. Swart (Welland-Thorold) 
Bud Wildman (Algoma) 


27. Mr. Allen—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Hamilton West on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


i 


The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the physical, social 
and economic cohesion in many of the new proposed electoral districts 
and seemed to, and indeed did ignore the matter of community of inter- 
ests, thus making more difficult the just representation of the population 


in Parliament. 


. By combining the western portion of Hamilton Mountain with the west- 


ern residential suburbs below the mountain, the Commission has delib- 
erately ignored the radically distinct patterns of transport, social inter- 
course, institutional development, etc., the escarpment has imposed, 
and which will make service and representation of the riding much more 
difficult. 
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3. The Commission ignored the long standing practice in Hamilton of 
designing political boundaries of city wards and federal constituencies 
that respect the foregoing considerations, knowing from local experience 
their seriousness. 


4. The Commission ignored representations made to it on these grounds 
during the public hearings. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Dave Cooke (Windsor-Riverside) 

Jim Foulds (Port Arthur) : 

Evelyn Gigantes (Ottawa Centre) 

Tony Grande (Oakwood) 

Tony Lupusella (Dovercourt) 

Ross McClellan (Bellwoods) 

Karl Morin-Strom (Sault Ste. Marie) 

David Reville (Riverdale) 

Melvin L. Swart (Welland-Thorold) 

David W. Warner (Scarborough-Ellesmere) 


28. Mr. Morin—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Carleton-East on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. That the Commission failed to give adequate attention and considera- 
tion to geographical, historic, political and demographic factors includ- 
ing the diversity of language interests, existing boundaries of municipal- 
ities and wards thereof and the physical and social cohesion of the 
riding. : 


2. By removing the area bounded by the Queensway on the south, Blair 
Road on the east, Montreal Road on the north and St. Laurent Blvd. on 
the west, hereinafter referred to as the subject area, from the former 
boundaries of Carleton-East on the expressed grounds of enchancing the 
francophone interest in Ottawa-East, the Commission has failed to pre- 
serve the former mosaic of Carleton-East and has contributed towards 
creating a francophone enclave. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the major 
topographical division created by St. Laurent Blvd. which at the mate- 
rial locations is a busy divided six lane thoroughfare separating the com- 
munities on either side. 


4, The Commission failed to consider that the subject area, which is 
mostly within the City of Gloucester, has traditionally shared cultural 
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and recreational facilities with the other residents of the City of Glouces- 
ter residing in Carleton-East. 


5. In March, 1985, the Ontario Municipal Board divided the City of Glou- 
cester into wards. Those portions of the subject area within the bounda- 
ries of the City of Gloucester were placed in the Gloucester North Ward 
with other Gloucester communities to the east of the subject area. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Robert Callahan (Brampton) 
David R. Cooke (Kitchener) 

Rick E. Ferraro (Wellington South) 
René Fontaine (Cochrane North) 
James D. Henderson (Humber) 
Douglas Reycraft (Middlesex) 
Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 
Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) 
Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 

Jack Riddell (Huron-Middlesex) 
David W. Smith (Lambton) 


29. Mr. Wrye—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Windsor-Sandwich on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
social or economic cohesion in many of the new electoral districts cre- 
ated and appeared to ignore and did ignore the question of unity and 
community interest and thereby rendering more difficult adequate rep- 
resentation of the people in the Legislative Assembly. 


2. The placement of an area south of Grand Marais Road, east of Domin- 
ion Boulevard, north of Cabana Road West and west of Dougall Ave- 
nue outside the boundaries of Windsor-Sandwich ignores the physical, 
social and economic cohesion of the core area of south Windsor and 
ignores community of interest. 


3. The Commission ignored the representations made to the Commission 
on behalf of the various individuals and groups, none-of whom made 
proposals similar to the Commission’s proposals. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 
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Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) 
Robert Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 
Jack Riddell (Huron-Middlesex) 

Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

John Sweeney (Kitchener-Wilmot) 
Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 


30. Mr. Bennett—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Ottawa South on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
special geographic considerations, regarding the northeastern boundary 
that will continue to remain a major artery (The Queensway) with the 
exception of a small portion of the riding of Ottawa South, a community 
known as Sandy Hill. This small community is separated from the rest 
of the riding by a ten-lane highway and would be better served to be 
part of the larger remain, known as the riding of Ottawa East. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the proposed southern boundaries. In leaving the southern boundary as 
Walkley Road, two residential communities, mainly Riverside Park 
South and Hunt Club, will be represented by a Member whose main 
population base is in the adjacent City of Gloucester. Furthermore, 
these two communities, and more specifically, the southernmost posi- 
tion of the existing Riding of Ottawa South are totally integrated by 
means of joint community associations; City recreation facilities, com- 
munity newspapers and so on. This area should, in my opinion, remain 
within the boundaries of Ottawa South. | 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
Carleton University and the adjacent residential area being removed 
from the riding of Ottawa South. This facility and residential area 
should be kept together, however the community is very much a part of 
the same community existing on the east side of Bank Street, the pro- 
posed boundary, It would be detrimental to have this neighbourhood 
split in such a way and to be represented by two different Provincial 
Members. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 


the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 
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Philip Andrewes (Lincoln) 

Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Leo Bernier (Kenora) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 

George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 

Bob Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


31. Myr. Davis—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Scarborough Centre on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the geographic, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion. 


2. By adding the area west of the C.N. tracks and west of Midland Ave- 
nue, the Commission has failed to take into account that the tracks form 
the natural boundary between the communities. 


3. The Commission ignored the representations made to the Commission 
on behalf of various individuals and groups, none of whom made pro- 
posals similar to the Commission’s proposals. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 

David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Terry O’Connor (Oakville) 

Peter Partington (Brock) 

Jack Pierce (Rainy River) 

Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 


32. Myr. Ashe—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
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ing the Electoral District of Durham Centre on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to heed the representations of the citizens of the 
Town of Whitby that the total municipality should remain intact. 


2. The Commission failed to recognize the community of interest built up 
within the Town of Whitby since the amalgamation of the former Town 
and the former Township of Whitby. 


3. The Commission failed to recognize existing boundaries of municipali- 
ties or wards thereof; The existing and traditional boundaries of elec- 
toral districts; both ommissions in direct conflict with the Commission’s 
terms of reference. 


4. The Commission failed to recognize that when the Region of Durham 
was formed in 1973 following an in depth planning and development 
study that the Town of Whitby as constituted was the only Municipality 
within the new region to not undergo a boundary change. This was an 
obvious recognition of the Town of Whitby-north and south-being an 
appropriate political entity. 


5. The current member for Durham West representing the Town of 
Whitby for the past eight years is very much aware of the community 
and the citizens therein. Said member has not heard of even one citizen 
in the community speaking in support of splitting the Town for Provin- 
cial Electoral purposes. 


6. A Municipality must be split when it’s population is too large to be 
accommodated within the maximums of a Provincial Constituency. 
This is not the case with the Town of Whibty. 


It recommended, that the new Electoral District of Durham Centre 
comprise the complete Town of Whitby and a smaller unit of the City of 
Oshawa necessary to satisfy the normal population requirements. 


7. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Philip Andrewes (Lincoln) 

Claude Bennett (Ottawa South) 
Mike Breaugh (Oshawa) 

Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 

George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 
Bob Runciman (Leeds) 
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Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 
Ross Stevenson (Durham York) 


33. Mr. Riddell—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Huron-Middlesex on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. That the Commission was insufficiently guided by the items which were 
set out in the Terms of Reference dated the 16 of June, 1983, and 
amended on the 30 of November, 1984, set out in the resolution as Items 
A to H in setting up the Electoral District of Huron-Middlesex. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tion made to it to maintain the historic representation provided to repre- 
sent the rural constituencies in the Counties of Huron and Middlesex in 
the past. 


3. The elimination of one riding in the Huron, Bruce, Grey and Middlesex 
area would seriously erode rural representation in the Legislative 
Assembly of Ontario. 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the Winter and Spring of 
1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and iceman of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

James McGuigan (Kent-Elgin) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

Ian G. Scott (St. David). 

Gregory Sorbara (York North) 

Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 
Bill Wrye (Windsor-Sandwich) 


34. Mr. Offer—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Mississauga North on the grounds set forth here- 
inafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
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are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that estab- 
lished the Commission. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembiy 
by failing to recognize a distinct and separate community the former 
Town of Malton, with traditional organized neighbourhoods repre- 
sented by homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the 
existing Riding of Mississauga North. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication as specified in Paragraph 6, Subsection (b), of the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recongize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area north of Eglinton Avenue with 
the current Riding of Mississauga North. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influ- 
ence of existing major roadways, Highway No. 10 on the west and the 
Queen Elizabeth Highway on the south, which have tended to serve as 
natural geographic barriers between communities of people. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of electoral districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative 
Assembly by existing the northern boundary of the Riding to the city 
limit, despite the fact that the current northern boundary, Eglinton 
Avenue or any configuration thereof between such and Burnhamthorpe 
Road East, represents a natural extension in comparison to existing 
ward boundaries, and preserves the physical, social and economic cohe- 
sion of the present electoral district. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham Kent) 

René Fontaine (Cochrane North) 

Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 
Bernard Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
James D. Henderson (Humber) 
Donald S. Knight (Halton-Burlington) 
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Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) 
Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

Douglas Reycraft (Middlesex) 

Ian G. Scott (St. David) 

Gregory Sorbara (York North) 


Mr. Shymko—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of High Park-Swansea on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the historical 
trend of the electoral boundary changes since the turn of the century of 
the former Electoral District of High Park to the present Electoral Dis- 
trict of High Park-Swansea which was always in a westerly direction, 
reflecting the demographic changes, the pattern and mobility of popula- 
tion trends, and preserving the commonality of an integral community. 
The proposed shift of the north eastern boundary in an easterly direction 
as outlined in the Commission’s revised proposal is a significant and 
unusual reversal of this historical trend. 


2. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the written and oral 
presentations made to the Commission during the public sittings that 
were held in Toronto on My 17, 1984 which supported the Commis- 
sion’s initial proposals (a) for the northern, western and southern bound- 
aries of the Electoral District of High Park-Swansea as accurately 
reflecting the natural boundaries of the riding following St. Clair Ave- 
nue West and Dundas Street West to the Humber River and south to 
Lake Ontario, and (b) for keeping the existing north eastern boundary 
following the Canadian National and the Canadian Pacific Railway 
lines as an indisputable natural boundary. 


3. In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interests of traditional organized neighbourhoods which histori- 
cally and socially have always been closely tied, sharing common local 
centres on both sides of Jane Street, Annette Street and Runnymede 
Road south of St. Clair Avenue West and their social, business, profes- 
sional, cultural recreational activities. 


4. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to and indeed did 
ignore the question of community of interest by extending the present 
north eastern boundary to include the area east of the CN-CP railway 
lines to Calec°nia Road and the CN track south of St. Clair Avenue 
West and norta of Bloor Street West. There is no common community 
of interests of High Park-Swansea and the residents of this northern 
area of the present Electoral District of Parkdale. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
and geographic features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of 
the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discount- 
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ing the existing CN-CP railways on the east and the Humber River on 
the west and the major arterial road of St. Clair Avenue West on the 
north which have tended to serve as natural boundaries between com- 
munities of people. The Commission has given precedence to such 
important natural boundaries over municipal boundaries as is reflected 
by the Commission’s initial as well as revised proposals affecting a num- 
ber of electoral districts within Metropolitan Toronto. 


6. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of electoral districts when it extended the north east- 
ern boundary beyond its present natural geographic barrier (CN-CP 
railway lines) instead of extending the present north western boundary, 
as the Commission initially proposed in 1984, which represents a natu- 
ral extention to a natural topographical barrier (the Humber River) that 
would preserve and unify the physical, social and economic cohesion of 
an integral community within the present electoral district. 


7. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d), of the June 16, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly by reversing its original proposal for the 
northwestern boundary which would have increased the present popula- 
tion by 11,404 (1981 Census) in addition to expected future growth con- 
siderations of approximately 2,600 within 2 years in light of current 
major residential projects and a further potential of 10,000 within the 
next decade pending the development of the Stockyards district. 


8. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 
Andrew S. Brandt (Sarnia) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie G. Elgie (York East) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga West) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 
John Turner (Peterborough) 


36. Myr. Mancini—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Essex South on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: . 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
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are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that estab- 
lished the Commission. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of Electoral Districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative 
Assembly by dividing the Essex South Riding east and west instead of 
the traditional north and south. 


. The Commission failed to appreciate that the Essex South Riding has 
been virtually the same for over 100 years. The Commission failed to 
give consideration to the fact that in Essex County the wardens are elec- 
ted on a north-south basis and this restricting pattern reinforces the pro- 
vincial electoral boundaries. 


. The elemination of one riding in the Windsor and Essex County area 
erodes rural representation in the Legislative Assembly of Ontario. 


. The Commission unfairly places Leamington, the largest urban centre 
in Essex County, in a Kent County constituency. 


. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
family, economic and community of interest factors. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bob Callahan (Brampton) 

Sean Conway (Renfrew North) 
Joseph Cordiano (Downsview) 
Alvin Curling (Scarborough North) 
Herb Epp (Waterloo North) 

René Fontaine (Cochrane-North) 
Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 
Bernard Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 
John Lane (Algoma-Manitoulin) 

Ian Scott (St. David) 

David Smith (Lambton) 

David Warner (Scarborough-Ellesmere) 


44 
QUESTIONS 


(Questions are to appear on the day after they are tabled and on every 

subsequent day in the week they are tabled and then subsequently only on each 

Monday until an Answer (other than an Interim Answer) is tabled. A question 
tabled on a Friday will appear on each day of the following week.) 


5S. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information on Ontario Government employees for every Ministry 
in Government: 1. Ministry. 2. Number of classified employees. 3. Number 
of classified employees who are of visible minority origin. 4. Position held in 
the ministry by each of the employees who are of visible minority origin. 
June 17, 1985. 


6. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information on Ontario Government part-time and contract 
employees (unclassified) for every Ministry in Government: 1. Ministry. 2. 
Number of unclassified employees. 3. Number of classified employees who 
are of visible minority origin. 4. Position held in ministry by each unclassi- 
fied employee of visible minority origin. June 17, 1985. 


7. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information on the 3,900 appointed positions with the 700 agen- 
cies, boards and commissions responsible to the Ontario Government. Will 
the Minister prepare the data under the following heading: 1. Name of 
agency, board and commission. 2. No. of appointed positions for each agen- 
cy, board and commission. 3. No. of appointed positions for each agency, 
board and commission who are of visible minority origin. 4. Position held 
by the appointed persons for each agency, board and commission, of per- 
sons who are of visible minority origin. June 17, 1985. 


8. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table a 
summary of the third language skills on Ontario Government employees, 
under the heading: 1. Ministry. 2. No. of classified employees. 3. No. of full 
time employees that speak one third language. 4. No. of full time employees 
that speak 2 to 5 languages other than English and French. 5. Position held 
in the ministry by each of the employees fluent in a third language. 6. Total 
number of third languages spoken in the Ministry. Will the Minister provide 
the information for every ministry in government. June 17, 1985. 


9. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table a 
summary of the third language skills on Ontario Government employees, 
under the heading: 1. Ministry. 2. No. of classified employees. 3. No. of 
unclassified employees that speak a third language. 4. Number of unclassi- 
fied employees that speak 2 to 5 languages other than English and French. 
5. Position held in the ministry by each of the employees fluent in a third 
language. 6. Total number of third languages spoken in the Ministry. Will 
the Minister provide the information for every ministry in government. 
June 17, 1985. 
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10. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table a 
summary of the third language skills of the 3,900 appointed positions with 
the 700 agencies, boards and commissions responsible to the Ontario Gov- 
ernment. Will the Minister prepare the information under the following 
headings: a) Persons who speak on third language. b) Persons who speak 2-5 
languages other than English and French. c) Position held. June 17, 1985. 


11. Myr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible inform 
the House whether or not the four recommendations made by the Ontario 
Advisory Council on Multiculturalism and Citizenship in its report of Feb- 
ruary 1982, titled “Task Force on Equal Opportunity” were accepted, 
namely: 1. (a) that the Government of Ontario adopt the principle of equal 
opportunity in the selection process to ensure that in appointments to public 
agencies, candidates can adequately reflect the multicultural and multi- 
racial diversity of Ontario; (b) that the Government of Ontario assess and 
review the criteria for appointments, the selection process and composition 
of the public agencies in Ontario; 2. (a) that the inventory of residents of 
Ontario who are qualified to serve on public agencies be expanded to ade- 
quately reflect the multicultural diversity of our population; (b) that the 
Government of Ontario encourage the ethnic groups to suggest candidates 
from their respective communities who could be considered for inclusion in 
the inventory; 3. (a) the Government of Ontario announce all vacancies in 
the public agencies; (b) that these vacancies be publicized in such a way to 
ensure that this information reaches all socio-economic levels of Ontario 
society; (c) that the Government of Ontario publicize vacancies in the ethnic 
media to ensure that qualified members of the ethnocultural communities 
are aware of the existence of such vacancies in the public agencies; 4. That 
the Premier and Government of Ontario in their appointment policy con- 
sider the principle of equitable representation based on merit and qualifica- 
tions reflecting the ethnic composition of Ontario society in all public agen- 
cies, councils, boards and commissions that come under government 
jurisdiction. Will the Minister indicate what specific actions have been 
taken to implement the above recommendations. June 17, 1985. 


12. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the 6/49 Lottery: a) Number of tickets sold 
for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) The 
amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the Treas- 
ury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid out in 
prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or retained 
by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) The 
amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. f) 
The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by 6/49 in the 1982 fiscal year, which was 
not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. June 17, 
1985. 


13. Myr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Lottario Lottery: a) Number of tickets 
sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) The 
amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the Treas- 
ury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid out in 
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prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or retained 
by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) The 
amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. f) 
The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by Lottario in the 1982 fiscal year, which 
was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 


14. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Super Loto Lottery: a) Number of tick- 
ets sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the 
Treasury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid 
out in prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or 
retained by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) 
The amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. 
f) The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery in the 1982 fiscal year, 
which was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 


15. Myr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Wintario Lottery: a) Number of tickets 
sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) The 
amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the Treas- 
ury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid out in 
prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or retained 
by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) The 
amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. f) 
The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Wintario in the 1982 fiscal year, 
which was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. / 


16. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Provincial Lottery: a) Number of tick- 
ets sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the 
Treasury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid 
out in prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or 
retained by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) 
The amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. 
f) The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery in the 1982 fiscal year, 
which was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 
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Z 
GOVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS 


Second Reading Bill 1, An Act to revise the Family Law Reform Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 3, An Act respecting Actions arising from Transboundary 
Pollution between Ontario and reciprocating Jurisdictions. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 7, An Act to amend certain Ontario Statutes to conform 
to section 15 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 8, An Act to amend certain Ontario Statutes to conform 
to section 6 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 9, An Act to establish the Ministry of Skills Development. 
Mr. Gillies. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 11, An Act to revise the Change of Name Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 12, An Act to amend the Children’s Law Reform Act. 
Mr. Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 13, An Act to amend the Vital Statistics Act. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 14, An Act respecting the Enforcement of Support and 
Custody Orders. Mr. Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 15, An Act to amend the Creditors’ Relief Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 16, An Act to amend the Public Commercial Vehicles 
Act. Mr. McCague. PRINTED. | 


Second Reading Bill 17, An Act to amend the Highway Traffic Act. Mr. 
McCague. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 18, An Act to amend the Off-Road Vehicles Act, 1983. 
Mr. McCague. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 22, An Act to amend certain Acts representing Regional 
Municipalities. Myr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 23, An Act to amend certain Acts in relation to Line 
Fences. Mr. Timbrell. PRINTED. — 


Second Reading Bill 24, An Act to amend the Regional Municipality of 
Hamilton-Wentworth Act. Mr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 


We 


18. 


19. 


20). 


21. 
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Second Reading Bill 25, An Act to amend the District Municipality of 
Muskoka Act. Mr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 26, An Act to amend the Municipality of Metropolitan 
Toronto Act. Mr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 27, An Act to amend the Municipal Elections Act. Mr. 
Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 28, An Act to amend the Education Act. Mr. Grossman. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 29, An Act to revise the Mining Act. Mr. Harris. 
PRINTED. 


Las 
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26. 
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PRIVATE MEMBERS’ PUBLIC BILLS AND ORDERS 


Second Reading Bill 2, An Act to amend the Human Tissue Gift Act. Mr. 
Van Horne. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 4, An Act respecting Advertising by Governmental 
Organizations. Myr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 5, An Act to amend the Election Finances Reform Act. 
Mr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 6, An Act respecting the Rights of Non-Unionized 
Workers. Mr. Haggerty. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 10, An Act to amend the Labour Relations Act. Myr. 
Haggerty. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 19, An Act to relieve Persons from Liability in respect of 
voluntary Emergency Medical and First Aid Services. Myr. Haggerty. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 20, An Act to ensure the Regeneration and Reforestation 
of Forests in Ontario. Mr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 21, An Act to amend the Animals for Research Act. Mr. 
Philip. PRINTED. 





NOTICES 
GOVERNMENT MOTIONS 


1. Mr. Nixon—Resolution—That the Treasurer of Ontario be authorized to pay 
the salaries of the civil servants and other necessary payments pending the 
voting of Supply for the period commencing July 1, 1985, and ending Octo- 
ber 31, 1985, such payments to be charged to the proper appropriation fol- 
lowing the voting of Supply. 


2. Mr. Peterson—Resolution—That the Government enjoys the confidence of the 
House. 
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PRIVATE MEMBERS’ MOTIONS 


1. Mr. Johnston (Scarborough West)—Resolution—That in the opinion of this 
House, the Province of Ontario, Canada, should declare itself a Nuclear 
Arms Free Zone, and the Government should prohibit the deployment of 
nuclear weapons in Ontario, the testing of nuclear weapons and associated 
equipment in the Province, the construction of nuclear weapons and associ- 
ated equipment, the transport of nuclear weapons and associated equipment 
through and within the Province, and the export of goods and materials for 
use in the construction and deployment of nuclear arms. In addition, the 
Province should encourage cities, provinces and states throughout the world 
to initiate similar action. 


2. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
access to health care treatment and facilities should be a right and not a priv- 
ilege, and should not be subject to geographic or economic barriers, the Gov- 
ernment of Ontario should incorporate as a fully-insured service under 
OHIP the cost of medically necessary travel, as determined by a qualified 
physician, in excess of 200 miles; and further that the Government should 
begin by instituting such coverage for residents of Northern Ontario (that is 
for those living in the Territorial Districts north of the French River) within 
six months of the passage of this resolution and that coverage for the rest of 
the province be phased in over a four-year period; and further that in the 
case of a child needing such medically necessary travel, the Government give 
consideration to covering the costs of travel for one parent or guardian of 
such a child. 


3. Mr. Warner—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, considering the 
continuing Turkish occupation of Cyprus and the unknown fate of 2,000 
missing Cypriots, the Government of Ontario should express concern about 
the continuing illegal Turkish colonization of Cyprus, and the latest seces- 
sionist movement of the Denktash regime, by: (1) urging the Government of 
Canada to support measures for the implementation of the U.N. resolutions 
on Cyprus; (2) calling upon the Turkish Government to provide immediate 
information on the missing Cypriots which according to indisputable evi- 
dence are held by Turkish authorities contrary to international law; (3) call- 
ing upon the Turkish Government to respect the human rights provision of 
the Helsinki accord, especially in regards to Cyprus; (4) calling upon the 
Turkish Government to cease immediately further colonization of Cyprus 
and to withdraw all illegal colonists, transplanted with a view to changing 
the demographic nature of the Island; (5) condemning the new secessionist 
movement of the so-called “Federated State of Northern Cyprus”; and (6) 
calling upon the Government of Canada to cease further negotiations with 
the Turkish Government on the sale of a nuclear reactor, until the latter 
complies with the U.N. resolutions on Cyprus and shows a respect for inter- 
national law. 


4. Ms. Bryden—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
part-time workers in both the public and private sector are discriminated 
against by the denial of many benefits and rights provided to other workers 
in the same establishment, a Charter of Rights for Part-Time Workers be 
added to both the Employment Standards Act and the Labour Relations Act 
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to provide pro rata benefits and collective bargaining rights to such workers 
and that they be made eligible for severance pay and retraining and readjust- 
ment programs provided for other workers displaced by technological 
change in the same establishment. 


5. Mr. Epp—Resolution—That this House authorizes that a Proclamation be 
issued by the Governor General under the Great Seal of Canada amending 
Section 7 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms to read as 
follows: 


7. Everyone has the right to life, liberty, security of the person and enjoy- 
ment of property and the right not be deprived thereof except in accord- 
ance with the principles of fundamental justice, 


and urges that the Senate and House of Commons and the Legislative 
Assemblies of the other provinces do likewise. 


6. Withdrawn June 27, 1985. 


7. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Federal Con- 
servative government has, by eliminating full inflation protection for Cana- 
dian pensioners, imposed unfair hardships on those least able to protect 
themselves; and therefore, this House condemns as arbitrary and ill- 
conceived the budget of Michael Wilson which takes money out of the pock- 
ets of pensioners while providing more tax giveaways to the wealthy; 
strongly calls upon the Government of Canada to abandon its intention to 
de-index pensions and urges the Government of Ontario to make the strong- 
est possible representation to the Government of Canada to re-affirm the 
Federal Conservative government’s election promise to protect Canadian 
pensioners. 


8. Mr. Morin-Strom—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Fed- 
eral Conservative government has favoured business and the rich at the 
expense of the economically disadvantaged, particularly pensioners, and 
considering Finance Minister Michael Wilson statement that Canada has 
“an acute shortage of rich people,” this House condemns the federal budget 
of Michael Wilson that focuses on more tax breaks for the wealthy rather 
than providing decent pensions for elderly and more employment opportuni- 
ties for the unemployed poor, and that the Canadian government should rec- 
ognize that our problem is too many poor people, not too few rich people. 
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MOTIONS RELATING TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE REPORT 
UPON THE REDISTRIBUTION OF ONTARIO INTO ELECTORAL 


a 


ae 


DISTRICTS 


Mr. Yakabuski—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to 
the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew South on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


is 


The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Renfrew South 
which have existed since 1867. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the question of 


the ease of transportation and communication within the larger pro- 
posed Electoral District of Renfrew, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in the Assembly. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to and indeed did 


ignore the question of community of interest. Historically and socially, 
the residents of Renfrew South have never been closely tied or had a 
common community of interest with the residents of Renfrew North. 
Further, the Townships of Bagot and Blithfield, McNab and West 
Carleton, the Village Braeside and the Town of Arnprior have always 
had close ties with the other municipalities within the Electoral District 
of Renfrew South. 


. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to written repre- 


sentations or to oral representations made to the Commission during the 
public sittings that were held in Ottawa in May, 1984. 


The Commission placed too much emphasis on the population quota in 
determining boundaries for the proposed Electoral District of Renfrew. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 

Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 

Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

John Turner (Peterborough) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 
Doug Wiseman (Lanark) 


Mr. Gregory—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
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visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Mississauga East on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that estab- 
lished the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a) of the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating a distinct and separate community, the former Town 
of Malton, with traditional organized neighbourhoods represented by 
homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the existing 
Riding of Mississauga East. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area north of Eglinton Avenue with 
the current Riding of Mississauga East. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16, 1983 
Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influence of 
existing major roadways, Highway No. 10 on the west and the Queen 
Elizabeth Highway on the south, which have tended to serve as natural 
geographic barriers between communities of people. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d) of the June 16, 1983 Resolution 
of the Legislative Assembly by combining the northern portion of the 
City of Mississauga, an area expected to experience growth in popula- 
tion with an existing riding where population growth is expected to be, 
at the most, minimal. In so doing the Commission has placed Missis- 
sauga East Riding within the upper range of the population guidelines 
established by the Commission foregoing expected future growth consid- 

erations. 


6. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f) of the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
boundaries which serve to separate and distinguish neighbourhood 
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organizations. By amalgaming a large portion of Ward 5 with Ward 3 
and displacing Wards 4 and 7 of the existing Riding, it appears that the 
Commission failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on 
the Member of the Provincial Parliament for the Riding in question, 
thereby rendering more difficult adequate representation of the people 
in Parliament. 


7. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of electoral districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g) of the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly by existing the northern boundary of the Riding to the city limit, 
despite the fact that the current northern boundary, Eglinton Avenue or 
any configuration thereof between such and Burnhamthorpe Road East, 
represents a natural extension in comparison to existing ward bounda- 
ries, and preserves the physical, social and economic cohesion of the 
present electoral district. 


8. The Commission failed to give due consideration to special geographic 
considerations, including the accessibility of such regions or the size or 
shape thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (h) of the June 16, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by increasing the size of the 
riding in north-south terms and reducing the riding east-west com- 
munity links and adding a community at the north end separated from 
the rest of the riding by the Pearson International Airport and Highway 
No. 401. 


At the same time, the Commission failed to facilitate the need for ease of 
transportation and communication, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


9. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 
Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 
Leo Bernier (Kenora) 
Gordon Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 
Susan Fish (St. George) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 
Robert Runciman (Leeds) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


3. Mr. Pollock—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Hastings-Peterborough on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 
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1. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
economic and community of interest factors, thus making difficult ade- 
quate representation in the Legislature. 


2. By removing four municipalities from south Hastings (Thurlow, Tyen- 
dinaga, Tyendinaga Indian Reserve and Deseronto) the Commission 
ignored the geography of the region in that these municipalities are sepa- 
rated from Prince Edward-Lennox by the Bay of Quinte. Historically 
these municipalities have always been part of the former Hastings rid- 
ings prior to the enlargement to Hastings-Peterborough. As to com- 
munity of interests, all municipalities except the Reserve have repre- 
sentation in Hastings County Council and Hastings County Board of 
Education. The Moira River Conservation Authority covers all of this 
area. Provincial Government offices in Belleville and Stirling, rather 
than Picton serve these municipalities. Telephone access from each of 
these municipalities to the county seat and to each other is without 
charge. Population is increasing due to proximity to the City of Belle- 
ville. 


3. By adding a portion of the City of Peterborough the Commission failed 
to consider community of interests. Hastings-Peterborough is a large 
rural constituency, composed of small villages and townships. Another 
township and village such as Lakefield, would reduce the pressure on 
the Peterborough Riding while preserving common interests. 


4. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to representa- 
tions made to it during public hearings in May, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the Act in question. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Terry O’Connor (Oakville) 

Peter Partington (Brock) - 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


4. Mr. Conway—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew North on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 





1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province of Ontario. 
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2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tions made to it with respect to the difficulty which would be experi- 
enced by those residents in areas such as Chalk River, Deep River and 
Stonecliffe if they were to be aligned with the new riding of Parry 
Sound-Nipissing-Renfrew. Residents in these and other rural areas in 
Renfrew North would be further disadvantaged because of geographic 
location if they were to be realigned and would be without the kind of 
representation in the Legislature to which they are entitled. 


3. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to both written 
and oral presentations made to it during the public hearings in Ottawa 
in the month of May, 1984. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Jim Bradley (St. Catharines) 

Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Herbert A. Epp (Waterloo North) 
Barnard Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Raymond L. Haggerty (Erie) 

Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 
Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Gordon D. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Robert F. Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 
Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 
Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 

Jack Riddell (Huron Middlesex) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 

Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

John Sweeney (Kitchener-Wilmot) 
Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 


5. Myr. McLean—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Simcoe East on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the geographic and 
topographical factors when planning the redistribution of this electoral 
boundary in the Province. By ignoring these natural factors, the means 
of communication and accessibility is hampered and thereby rendering 
more difficult adequate representation of the people in the Provincial 
Parliament. As currently proposed, the representative would have to 
travel through the Electoral District of Muskoka in order to reach the 
new parts of the District. These factors are specifically provided for in 
the Terms of Reference established by the House. 
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2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the traditional and 
historical significance felt by both the Town of Midland and the City of 
Orillia after having shared one hundred and five years together in the 
same Electoral District. Existing and traditional boundaries are specifi- 
cally provided for in the Terms of Reference established by the House. 


3. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Reuben C. Baetz (Ottawa West) 

Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

W. Donald Cousens (York Centre) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 
Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 
Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings Peterborough) 
W. Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


6. Mr. Brandt—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Sarnia on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the geographic, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion; 


2. In particular, with respect to the proposal to split the Township of Sar- 
nia between the ridings of Sarnia and Lambton, the Commission failed 
to recognize: 


(i) historical and existing municipal boundaries; 
(ii) the existing and traditional boundaries of Electoral Districts; and 


(ili) the varying conditions and requirements regarding representation 
as between urban and rural Electoral Districts. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to maintaining 
the historic, geographic and demographic linkages, both within the 
Township of Sarnia, and as an integral part of the present riding of 
Sarnia; 


4. 
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The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the course of the Public 
Hearings; 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the intent and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Robert Elgie (York East) 

Susan Fish (St. George) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
Alan Pope (Cochrane South) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


7. Mr. Barlow—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Cambridge on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1 


The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
electoral boundaries which have remained virtually unchanged, both 
provincially and federally, since 1867. 


The Commission failed to give due consideration to the importance of 
North Dumfries being geographically located within the Regional 
Municipality of Waterloo and has failed to recognize that-the residents 
pay part of the their municipal taxes to the Region and their school taxes 
to either the Waterloo County Board of Education or the Waterloo 
County Separate School Board. 


The Commission failed to recognize that the removal of part of North 
Dumfries from the Cambridge Riding would, in fact remove the rights 
of the residents of that part of North Dumfries from representation in 
the Provincial Legislature by a member who is also a resident of the 
Regional Municipality of Waterloo. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the population 


trends of North Dumfries, which has remained stable, at less than 5,000 
for many years. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the changing popu- 


lation trends in the balance of the Regional Municipality of Waterloo 
and failed to recognize that by 1991, the next census year, the Region 
will have sufficient population to require an additional provincial Rid- 
ing at which time North Dumfries will be moved to yet another Elec- 
toral District. 
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6. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the average popula- 
tion quota (plus or minus 25%) as required by the June 16, 1983 Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly. Based on the average population of the 
66,347 both Cambridge and Brant-Haldimand would be within the 
quota regardless of which Riding North Dumfries was located in. 


7. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 

Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Allan McLean (Simcoe East) 

Jack Pierce (Rainy River) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 


8. Mr. Henderson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to 
the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Etobicoke East on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the traditional 
and historic community of Humber and failed to respect the historic 
bonds linking the people on the western bank of the Humber River. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the cultural 
and ethnic links uniting the people west of Islington Avenue with the 
Electoral District of Etobicoke West, and thereby forced an artificial 
juxtaposition of those neighbourhoods with the community of Humber 
thereby compromising adequate representation in the Assembly. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the cultural 
and ethnic links between the people of the area bounded by Eglinton 
Avenue on the south, and the Macdonald-Cartier Freeway on the north- 
west, those neighbourhoods being more appropriately linked with the 
parts of the Electoral District of Etobicoke East which lie north of 
Eglinton Avenue. The ethnic, religious and cultural nature of the area 
of Etobicoke lying north of Eglinton Avenue is homogeneous, and exist- 

ing cultural, neighbourhood, and transportation links render this area 
very much a unit in terms of appropriate continuity of Assembly repre- 
sentation. 


4. The Commission may have given too much emphasis to population quo- 
tas in determing boundaries for the southerly electoral districts in Etobi- 
coke. 
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5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Gordon I. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 
Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

Larry South (Frontenac-Addington) 


9. Mr. Cooke (Windsor-Riverside)-—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the 
House of November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an 
objection to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries 
Commission respecting the Electoral District of Windsor-Riverside on the 
grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the physical, social 
and economic cohesion in many of the proposed electoral districts and 
seemed to, and indeed did ignore the matter of community of interests, 
thus making more difficult the adequate representation of the people in 
the Legislative Assembly. 


2. By removing the area south of the CNR tracks, and north of Tecumseh 
Road between Walker Road and Norman Road while leaving in the 
area between the Detroit River and the CNR tracks and the area south 
of Tecumseh Road. To do this ignores physical, social and economic 
cohesion and ignores community of interest. 


3. The Commission ignored the representations made to the Commission 
on behalf of various individuals and groups, none of whom made pro- 
posals similar to the Commission’s proposals. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Richard Allen (Hamilton West) 

Michael J. Breaugh (Oshawa) 

Brian A. Charlton (Hamilton Mountain) 
Jim Foulds (Port Arthur) 

Evelyn Gigantes (Ottawa Centre) 

Floyd Laughren (Nickel Belt) 

Bob Mackenzie (Hamilton East) 

Elie W. Martel (Sudbury East) 

Ross McClellan (Bellwoods) 
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10. Mr. Jackson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Burlington South on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Burlington South 
which have existed since 1874. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Region of Halton, fac- 
tors which are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) 
through (h), in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly that established the Commission. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating a district and separate community, the Riding of Oak- 
ville South, with a traditional organized neighbourhood represented by 
the East Burlington Ratepayers Association, known as Ward 8, con- 
tained in the Riding of Burlington South. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
boundaries which serve to separate and distinguish neighbourhood 
organizations. By amalgamating Ward 8 of the existing Burlington 
South Riding with the new Riding of Oakville South the Commission 
failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on the members 
of the Provincial Parliament for the Oakville South Riding, thereby ren- 
dering more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parlia- 
ment. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication by failing to recognize the absence of any significant com- 
munications that exist between and in any way unite the area known as 
Ward 8 currently in Burlington South and proposed by the Commission 
for inclusion with Oakville South, thereby rendering more difficult ade- 
quate representation of the people in Parliament. 


6. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the specific boundary 

lines as suggested by the Four-district Plan submitted by the Regional 

_ Municipality of Halton in determing boundaries for the proposed Elec- 
toral District of Burlington South. 


7. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the population quota in 
determining boundaries for the proposed Electoral District of Burling- 
ton South. 
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8. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


William C. Davis (Scarborough Centre) 
Robert Elgie (York East) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
Allan McLean (Simcoe East) 

Terrance P. O’Connor (Oakville) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Earl W. Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 


11. Mr. Timbrell—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Don Mills on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community and diversity of interests, the existing and traditional 
boundaries of the Electoral District, the special geographic considera- 
tions, and the accessibility, size and shape of the Electoral District of 
Don Mills by annexing that portion of Don Mills riding that lies north of 
Lawrence Avenue to the Electoral District of York Mills. 


The area in question, bordered by Lawrence Avenue East on the south, 
Leslie Street on the west, York Mills Road on the north, and the Don 
River on the east, should remain in the Electoral District-of Don Mills 
for the following reasons: 


(a) The original Don Mills community comprised the four neighbour- 
hoods focussed on the intersection of Don Mills Road and Law- 
rence Avenue East. This area is still the heart of Don Mills, and 
the area above Lawrence Avenue East is a vital component of this 
long established community. To divide the Electoral District along 
Lawrence Avenue East would be contrary to the Commission 
Guideline (g), violating the traditional boundaries of Electoral Dis- 
tricts, that is, the current boundary. 


(b 


— 


Removing the area north of Lawrence Avenue East would divide 
the area tributary to Don Mills Junior High School and Don Mills 
Collegiate. It would also split, in half, the area represented by the 
Don Mills Residents Association, another indicator of the com- 
munity identity, and thereby violate Guideline (a), of the Commis- 
sion, by failing to take into account community of interests. 


(c) The dividing of the Don Mills Community is contrary to the spirit 
of the Commission Guideline (f), which is to heed the existing 





19 


boundaries of the municipal ward boundary, that is, Ward 10 of 
the City of North York, which is clearly focussed on the intersec- 
tion of Lawrence Avenue East and Don Mills Road. This is sup- 
ported by the fact that for municipal planning purposes, the City 
of North York includes the areas both north and south of Law- 
rence Avenue East into the “Don Mills Community”. 


(d) Commission Guideline (h) is also brought into question here as the 
community of Don Mills is focussed on the intersection of Law- 
rence Avenue East and Don Mills Road, rather than divided by 
this landmark. The proposed boundary is blatantly contrary to the 
accessibility, size and shape of the community of Don Mills. 


. The proposed electoral boundary in the south end of the Electoral Dis- 


trict of Don Mills is another example of the Commission’s failure to fol- 
low the guidelines established by the House. 


Objection is made to this boundary, which effectively severs the area 
bounded by Woodbine Avenue on the west, Taylor Creek park on the 
north, Chisholm Avenue on the east, and Lumsden Avenue on the 
south. The grounds for this objection are that the proposed boundary is 
contrary to both Guidelines (a) and (f). This community is known as the 
“Cedarvale Area” of the Borough of East York, and is focussed on the 
community facilities available at the corner of Cosburn and Cedarvale 
Avenues; namely the Stan Wadlow Clubhouse, the East York Curling 
Club, the Memorial Arena, the Kiwanis swimming pool, and Parkside 
Public School, all of which are located adjacent to that intersection. To 
cut this neighbourhood in half as proposed would be to confuse the elec- 
torate of the “Cedarvale Community” as to which Electoral District they 
belong, and is contrary to Guidelines (a) and (g). 


Moreover, the proposed southern boundary is even contrary to Guide- 
line (f), as it does not follow the new municipal ward boundaries 
between Wards 1 and 2 of the Borough of East York. The Commission 
should maintain the existing southern boundary running from the inter- 
section of Woodbine Avenue and O’Connor Drive, to the corner of 
Wakewood Street and Victoria Park Avenue. Barring this, the Commis- 
sion should change the proposed boundary to run from the intersection 
of Woodbine Avenue and O’Connor Drive through Taylor Creek Park, 
all the way to Dawes Road and then south along Dawes Road to the 
City limits, similar to the proposed southern projection down Cedarvale 
Avenue. This would then be in agreement with the Guidelines (a), (g), 
and (f) cited earlier, and it would follow the recently approved new 
municipal ward boundaries. 


. Finally, objection is made to the Commission’s proposed boundary at 


the top north-west corner of Don Mills Riding. Although there have 
been no changes from the existing boundaries, it is recommended that 
the area south of the west-branch of the Don River, east of the City of 
Toronto boundary, and north of Lawrence Avenue East, should be 
included in the Electoral District of Don Mills. This very small area rep- 
resents only about five small streets which lie within the municipality of 
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the City of North York, and is considered to be part of the “Lawrence 
Park Community” of North York (the majority of which already lies in 
the Electoral District of Don Mills). The basis for this argument lies in : 
Guidelines (a) and (h), since the residents of this community consider 
themselves as part of the Lawrence Park neighbourhood of North York, 
as well as the fact that accessibility to this area is through the Electoral 
District of Don Mills (that is, Lawrence Avenue East and Mildenhall 
Road). By adding this small community to Don Mills Riding, the Com- 
mission would be eliminating a small and unnecessary quirk in the elec- 
toral boundaries and thereby would be maintaining the community 
interest. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

Ernie L. Eves (Parry Sound) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 

Allan K. McLean (Simcoe East) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Alan W. Pope (Cochrane South) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 


12. Mr. Eves—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Parry Sound-Nipissing-Renfrew on the grounds 
set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission did not give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that estab- 
lished the Commission. 


2. The Commission did not fully take into account the community or div- 
ersity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (a), of the June 
16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by amalgamating four 
organized municipalities from the County of Renfrew in particular, as 
well as a large portion of the District of Nipissing, with the existing Rid- 
ing of Parry Sound. 





3. The Commission needs to look more closely at the means of communica- 
tion as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of the June 16, 1983, 
Resolution of the Legislative Assembly as there is an absence of any sig- 
nificant shared means of communication (most specifically, newspapers) 
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that exist between and, in any way unite the affected municipalities in 
the County of Renfrew and the current Riding of Parry Sound. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 


features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (c), of the June 16, 1983, 
Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influences of 
Algonquin Park and the Ottawa River Valley which serve to separate 
and distinguish the municipalities in the County of Renfrew from organ- 
ized municipalities in the Districts of Parry Sound and Nipissing, result- 
ing in an Eastern Ontario orientation for municipalities located along 
the Ottawa River that is distinct from the Northern orientation that has 
characterized the Riding of Parry Sound since its creation exactly one 
hundred years ago. 


. The Commission did not look closely enough at population trends as 


specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d), of the June 16, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly in increasing the number of organized 
municipalities in the proposed Riding of Parry Sound-Nipissing-Ren- 
frew to forty from thirty-five. Currently, the riding encompasses more 
organized municipalities than any of the other 124 Provincial Electoral 
districts. At the same time, it appears that the Commission should look 
more carefully at the demands placed on the Member of the Provincial 
Parliament for the riding in question by the estimated 50,000 seasonal 
(summer) residents of the District of Parry Sound, thereby rendering 
more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


. The Commission did not give sufficient weight to the varying conditions 


and requirements regarding representation as between urban and rural 
Electoral Districts as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (e), of the 
June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by significantly 
expanding the size of one of the Province’s rural ridings and thus contri- 
buting to a decline in the level of rural representation in the Legislative 
Assembly to less than 22 per cent of the Province’s electoral districts. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 


ditional boundaries of Electoral Districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative 
Assembly by extending the eastern boundary of the riding to the County 
of Renfrew and the Ottawa River despite the fact that the current east- 
ern boundary has been in place for almost twenty years and represents 
the most easterly extension of Parry Sound’s boundaries in the one hun- 
dred year history of the riding. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to special geographic 


considerations, including the accessibility of such regions or the size or 


shape thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (h), of the June 16, 


1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by increasing the size of 
one of the Province’s largest ridings and in so doing, intensifying the 
already exorbitant time and travel demands associated with the repre- 
sentation of this riding. In order to travel from one of the western-most 
population centres, Parry Sound to the proposed eastern-most popula- 
tion centres, Deep River or Chalk River, travel time of at least four 
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hours is required, rendering more difficult adequate representation of 
the people in Parliament. 


9. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Philip W. Andrewes (Lincoln) 

Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 

Claude Bennett (Ottawa South) 

Sean Conway (Renfrew North) 

W. Donald Cousens (York Centre) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Allan K. McLean (Simcoe East) 

Ronald K. McNeil (Elgin) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 

K. Ross Stevenson (Durham- York) 
Noble Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 


13. Mr. Turner—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Peterborough on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and community of interest factors when planning 
the redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, which 
factors are specifically provided for in the Resolution to the Legislative 
Assembly which established the Commission under date of June 16, 
1983. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
existing traditional and historical boundaries, and community of interest 
and other factors as contained in the Resolution, by removing that part 
of the City of Peterborough which lies east of the Otonabee River. Resi- 
dents of this area would be disadvantaged if they were to be realigned 
and would be denied the kind of representation in the Legislature to 
which they are entitled. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
existing boundaries of municipalities or wards thereof by suggesting that 
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the part of the City of Peterborough lying east of the Otonabee River be 
part of the Hastings-Peterborough Electoral District thus effectively iso- 
lating all residents of that area together with cultural, educational, 
health care, religious, social services, business and industrial facilities 
from their established community of interest and means of communica- 
tion and travel, from the rest of the City of Peterborough, thereby ren- 
dering more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parlia- 
ment. 


4. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to representa- 
tions made to it during public hearings in May, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 

John Lane (Algoma-Manitoulin) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

W. Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 

Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 
Douglas J. Wiseman (Lanark) 


14. Mr. Treleaven—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Oxford on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the wishes of 
the residents of Tillsonburg who the Commission admits, made many 
representations protesting the proposed separation of Tillsonburg from 
the Oxford Electoral District. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Oxford which 
have existed almost exactly in its present form since 1933. 


3. The Commission has failed to give adequate consideration to the fact 

that all municipal services in Tillsonburg, including public health, 

_ library services, the educational system, hospital services, and garbage 

disposal, are a part of Oxford County services and as such can be better 
represented within a single Electoral District. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 
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Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 

Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 
Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 


15. Mr. Sterling—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral Districts of Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry and 
Leeds Grenville on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


hy 


The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
family, economic and community of interest factors for the County of 
Grenville. 


. The Commission failed to recognize the desire of the residents of the 


County of Grenville that they remain as one unit and not be divided into 
two separate ridings. As there was no notice that a division of Grenville 
County was being contemplated, the residents of Grenville do not 
believe they have had an opportunity to be heard. 


. The Commission failed to take notice that the County of Grenville looks 


in two directions, to the west and to the north. Local governments are 
tied together under the United Counties of Leeds and Grenville. Most 
services offered or supported by the Provincial Government are admin- 
istered on a County or United County basis. Economic and transporta- 
tion factors draw the County of Grenville to the Regional Municipality 
of Ottawa-Carleton. With the completion of Highway 416 expected in 
the next five years, these ties will become stronger. 


. Therefore, the Commission failed to recognize that the people of Gren- 


ville wish to remain as one unit and that they wish to remain with part 
of the Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton or be joined to the 
County of Leeds. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 
Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie L. Eves (Parry Sound) 
Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
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Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
, Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


16. Mr. Eakins—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Victoria-Haliburton on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. That the Commission was insufficiently guided by the items which were 
set out in the Terms of Reference dated the 16 of June, 1983, and 
amended on the 30 of November, 1984, set out in the resolution as Items 
A to H in setting up the Electoral District of Victoria-Haliburton. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tion made to it to maintain the historic representation provided to repre- 
sent the rural constituencies in the County of Victoria in the past. 


3. The elimination of the Township of Manvers would unnecessarily con- 
fuse the constituents, following their joining the County of Victoria in 
1974; and would disrupt rural representation in the Legislative Assem- 
bly of Ontario. 


4. The Commission did not redistribute population equally across the 
Province. 


5. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the Winter and Spring of 
1984. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham-Kent) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
James McGuigan (Kent-Elgin) 

Bob Mc Kessock (Grey) 

Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 

Hugh P. O’Neil (Quinte) 

Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 

Douglas R. Reycraft (Middlesex) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 


) 17. Mr. Sorbara—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 

ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of York North on the grounds set forth here- 
inafter: 


18. 
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. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to geographical, 


political, and demographic factors when planning the redistribution of 
electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which are specifically 
provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) in the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that established the Com- 
mission. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 


the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating with the proposed Electoral District York Ontario, a 
distinct and separate community, the Town of Whitchurch-Stouffville, 
which Town traditionally identifies with organized neighbourhoods rep- 
resented by homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the 
proposed Electoral District of York North. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 


munication as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area of the Town of Whitchurch- 
Stouffville and the proposed Electoral District of York Ontario. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 


specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d), of the June 16, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly. No recognition has been taken of the 
enormous population growth in the existing Electoral District of York 
since 1981. ; 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Joseph Cordiano (Downsview) 

Alvin Curling (Scarborough North) 

John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 

Rick E. Ferraro (Wellington South) 

Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 

James D. Henderson (Humber) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 

Joan Smith (London South) 

Lawrence South (Frontenac-Addington) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


Mr. South—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
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ing the Electoral District of Frontenac-Addington on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the following factors: historical, community interests, population diver- 
gence from the desired average when planning the redistribution of elec- 
toral boundaries within the Province of Ontario. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to both the oral 
and written presentations made to it during the public hearings in King- 
ston on May 7, 1984. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the traditional 
attachments and associations, both political and social of Pittsburgh 
Township with the rest of the County of Frontenac when it recom- 
mended that Pittsburgh Township be severed from the riding of Fronte- 
nac-Addington. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham-Kent) 

James Bradley (St. Catharines) 

John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Rick E. Ferraro (Wellington South) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
James D. Henderson (Humber) 

Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 

Gilles Morin (Carleton East) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

David W. Smith (Lambton) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


19. Myr. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk)—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of 
the House of November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an 
objection to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries 
Commission respecting the Electoral District of Haldimand-Norfolk on the 
grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. That the Commission failed to give adequate attention and considera- 
tion to geographical, political and demographic factors when planning 
the redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion. 


2. That the Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the 
physical, economic and community of interest factors, thus making dif- 
ficult adequate representation in the Legislature. 
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3. That the Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the exist- 
ing electoral boundaries which have remained virtually unchanged, 
both provincially and federally since the formation of the Regional 
Municipality of Haldimand-Norfolk by the Province in 1974. The pro- 
posed boundaries are divisive. 


4. That the Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the 
representations made to the Commission during the public hearings in 
April, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham-Kent) 

James Bradley (St. Catharines) 

John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

Vincent Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) 
Robert Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 











20. Mr. Haggerty—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Erie on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 











1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the physical, social 
and economic cohesion of existing electoral boundaries, Welland South 
—Erie, and did not understand the question of community interest, rec- 
reational interest along the southern boundary of Lake Erie. 








2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration when proposing 
to divide the City of Niagara Falls between the Electoral Boundaries of 
Niagara Falls and Erie Riding with respect to the varying conditions 
and requirements between urban and rural districts. 








3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the average popula- 
tion quota (plus or minus 25%) as required by the June 16, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly, based on the average population. 





4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the 3,500 house- ; 
holders not listed due to their citizenship living along the shoreline of 
Lake Erie who also require representation by the elected Member of 
Parliament. 
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5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Herbert Epp (Waterloo North) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Gordon I. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

David W. Smith (Lambton) 

Gregory Sorbara (York North) 

Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 


21. Mr. Mitchell—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Carleton on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


That the Commission failed to give adequate attention to all of the rep- 
resentations made to the Commission during the public sittings that 
were held in the month of May, 1984. 


And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
’ the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

John Lane (Algoma-Manitoulin) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 
John M. Turner (Peterborough) 

Noble A. Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 


22. Mr. Elston—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Huron-Bruce on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission was insufficiently guided by the items which were set 
out in the Terms of Reference dated the 16 of June, 1983, and amended 
on the 30 of November, 1984, set out in the resolution as Items A to H in 
seting up the Electoral District of Huron-Bruce. 
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2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tion made to it to maintain the historic representation provided to repre- 
sent the rural constituencies in the Counties of Huron and Bruce in the 
past. 


3. The elimination of one riding in the Huron, Bruce, Grey and Middlesex 
area would seriously erode rural representation in the Legislative 
Assembly of Ontario. 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the Winter and Spring of 
1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 

James McGuigan (Kent-Elgin) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Hugh O’Neil (Quinte) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

David W. Smith (Lambton) 

Gregory Sorbara (York North) 

Larry South (Frontenac-Addington) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


23. Mr. McKessock—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to 
the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Grey on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. That the Commission failed to give adequate attention and considera- 
tion to geographical, political and demographic factors when planning 
the redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion. 


2. That the Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the 
physical, economic and community of interest factors, thus making dif- 
ficult adequate representation in the Legislature. The Commission 
changed the Riding from predominantly rural to predominantly urban. 


3. When four ridings were changed into three, the Commission failed to 
give adequate consideration to the value of rural representation to the 
Province, in upholding our basic industry, agriculture and tourism. 





Bi 


4. That the Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the 


representations made to the Commission during the public hearings in 
April, 1984. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 
Rick Ferraro (Wellington South) 
Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

James D. Henderson (Humber) 
Donald S. Knight (Halton-Burlington) 
Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
Gilles Morin (Carleton East) 

Jack Riddell (Huron-Middlesex) 
Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 
Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 


24. Mr. Ruprecht—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Parkdale on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 
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The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) 
through (h) in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
that established the Commission. 


The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly by amalgamating a distinct community found within the present 
Riding of Dovercourt. 


. In particular, with respect to the proposal to separate the Northern sec- 


tions of the present boundaries from its Southern community, the Com- 
mission failed to recognize: 


(i) historical and existing municipal boundaries; 


(ii) the existing and traditional boundaries of Electoral Districts. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 


ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
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boundaries which serve to distinguish neighbourhood organizations. By 
amalgamating a large portion of Ward 4 with Ward 2 and displacing 
Wards 1 and 3 of the existing Riding it appears that the Commission 
failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on the Member 
of the Provincial Parliament for the Riding in question, thereby render- 
ing more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
James McGuigan (Kent-Elgin) 
Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
Gilles Morin (Carleton East) 

Lily Munro (Hamilton Centre) 
Hugh O’Neil (Quinte) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 
David W. Smith (Lambton) 

Joan Smith (London South) 
Gregory Sorbara (York North) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


25. Mr. Stevenson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to 
the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Durham-York on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
community of interests amongst the Townships of Brock, Uxbridge, 
Georgina, East Gwillimbury and the Township of Scugog and the 
northern portion of the Township of Pickering, thereby ignoring the 
common distinctly agricultural nature of these communities and their 
common dependence on tourism and small businesses. 


2. The Commission failed to give sufficient consideration to the topograph- 
ical features of the riding; specifically the similar demands and needs of 
the communities along the shores of Lake Simcoe and Lake Scugog. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the ease of transpor- 
tation and communication, and the social and historic links arising from 
them, connecting the Township of Scugog and the northern areas of the 
Township of Pickering to the areas within the proposed constituency of 
York-Ontario. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the requirements 
regarding representation as between urban and rural Electoral Districts 
by including the predominantly rural Township of Scugog and the 
northern portions of the Township of Pickering with the mostly non-ru- 
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ral, non-agricultural areas to their south, thereby rendering more diffi- 
cult adequate representation of the people in the Legislature. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the population 


trends of the Township of Scugog and the northern portions of the 
Township of Pickering and their similarity to the population trends of 
the area included in the proposed Electoral Boundaries of York-Ontario 
and their dissimilarity to the population trends of the areas to their 
south. 


And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 
Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 

Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

Ernie L. Eves (Parry Sound) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 
Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Peter Partington (Brock) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 


26. Mr. Hayes—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Essex North on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


\- 


The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Essex North. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the difficulty 


of representing a large number of individual communities. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing munici- 


pal boundaries. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Marion Bryden (Beaches-Woodbine) 
Dave Cooke (Windsor-Riverside) 

Ruth A. Grier (Lakeshore) 

Richard F. Johnston (Scarborough West) 
Floyd Laughren (Nickel Belt) 

Elie W. Martel (Sudbury East) 
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Gilles Pouliot (Lake Nipigon) 
David Ramsay (Timiskaming) 
Melvin L. Swart (Welland-Thorold) 
Bud Wildman (Algoma) 


Mr. Allen—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Hamilton West on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the physical, social 
and economic cohesion in many of the new proposed electoral districts 
and seemed to, and indeed did ignore the matter of community of inter- 
ests, thus making more difficult the just representation of the population 
in Parliament. 


2. By combining the western portion of Hamilton Mountain with the west- 
ern residential suburbs below the mountain, the Commission has delib- 
erately ignored the radically distinct patterns of transport, social inter- 
course, institutional development, etc., the escarpment has imposed, 
and which will make service and representation of the riding much more 
difficult. 


3. The Commission ignored the long standing practice in Hamilton of 
designing political boundaries of city wards and federal constituencies 
that respect the foregoing considerations, knowing from local experience 
their seriousness. 


4. The Commission ignored representations made to it on these grounds 
during the public hearings. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Dave Cooke (Windsor-Riverside) 

Jim Foulds (Port Arthur) 

Evelyn Gigantes (Ottawa Centre) 

Tony Grande (Oakwood) 

Tony Lupusella (Dovercourt) 

Ross McClellan (Bellwoods) 

Karl Morin-Strom (Sault Ste. Marie) 

David Reville (Riverdale) 

Melvin L. Swart (Welland-Thorold) 

David W. Warner (Scarborough-Ellesmere) 


Mr. Morin—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
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ing the Electoral District of Carleton-East on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. That the Commission failed to give adequate attention and considera- 
tion to geographical, historic, political and demographic factors includ- 
ing the diversity of language interests, existing boundaries of municipal- 
ities and wards thereof and the physical and social cohesion of the 
riding. 


2. By removing the area bounded by the Queensway on the south, Blair 
Road on the east, Montreal Road on the north and St. Laurent Blvd. on 
the west, hereinafter referred to as the subject area, from the former 
boundaries of Carleton-East on the expressed grounds of enchancing the 
francophone interest in Ottawa-East, the Commission has failed to pre- 
serve the former mosaic of Carleton-East and has contributed towards 
creating a francophone enclave. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the major 
topographical division created by St. Laurent Blvd. which at the mate- 
rial locations is a busy divided six lane thoroughfare separating the com- 
munities on either side. 


4. The Commission failed to consider that the subject area, which is 
mostly within the City of Gloucester, has traditionally shared cultural 
and recreational facilities with the other residents of the City of Glouces- 
ter residing in Carleton-East. 


5. In March, 1985, the Ontario Municipal Board divided the City of Glou- 
cester into wards. Those portions of the subject area within the bounda- 
ries of the City of Gloucester were placed in the Gloucester North Ward 
with other Gloucester communities to the east of the subject area. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Robert Callahan (Brampton) 
David R. Cooke (Kitchener) 

Rick E. Ferraro (Wellington South) 
René Fontaine (Cochrane North) 
James D. Henderson (Humber) 
Douglas Reycraft (Middlesex) 
Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 
Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
‘Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) 
Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 

Jack Riddell (Huron-Middlesex) 
David W. Smith (Lambton) 


29. Mr. Wrye—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
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sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- | 
ing the Electoral District of Windsor-Sandwich on the grounds set forth : 
hereinafter: é 


1. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
social or economic cohesion in many of the new electoral districts cre- 
ated and appeared to ignore and did ignore the question of unity and 
community interest and thereby rendering more difficult adequate rep- 
resentation of the people in the Legislative Assembly. 


2. The placement of an area south of Grand Marais Road, east of Domin- 
ion Boulevard, north of Cabana Road West and west of Dougall Ave- 
nue outside the boundaries of Windsor-Sandwich ignores the physical, 
social and economic cohesion of the core area of south Windsor and 
ignores community of interest. 


3. The Commission ignored the representations made to the Commission 
on behalf of the various individuals and groups, none of whom made 
proposals similar to the Commission’s proposals. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) 

Robert Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 

Jack Riddell (Huron-Middlesex) 

Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 
John Sweeney (Kitchener-Wilmot) . 
Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 


30. Mr. Bennett—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Ottawa South on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
special geographic considerations, regarding the northeastern boundary 
that will continue to remain a major artery (The Queensway) with the 
exception of a small portion of the riding of Ottawa South, a community 
known as Sandy Hill. This small community is separated from the rest 
of the riding by a ten-lane highway and would be better served to be 
part of the larger remain, known as the riding of Ottawa East. 





2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to | 
the proposed southern boundaries. In leaving the southern boundary as | 
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Walkley Road, two residential communities, mainly Riverside Park 
South and Hunt Club, will be represented by a Member whose main 
population base is in the adjacent City of Gloucester. Furthermore, 
these two communities, and more specifically, the southernmost posi- 
tion of the existing Riding of Ottawa South are totally integrated by 
means of joint community associations; City recreation facilities, com- 
munity newspapers and so on. This area should, in my opinion, remain 
within the boundaries of Ottawa South. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
Carleton University and the adjacent residential area being removed 
from the riding of Ottawa South. This facility and residential area 
should be kept together, however the community is very much a part of 
the same community existing on the east side of Bank Street, the pro- 
posed boundary, It would be detrimental to have this neighbourhood 
split in such a way and to be represented by two different Provincial 
Members. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Philip Andrewes (Lincoln) 

Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Leo Bernier (Kenora) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 

George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 

Bob Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


31. Myr. Davis—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Scarborough Centre on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the geographic, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion. 


2. By adding the area west of the C.N. tracks and west of Midland Ave- 
nue, the Commission has failed to take into account that the tracks form 
the natural boundary between the communities. 
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3. The Commission ignored the representations made to the Commission 
on behalf of various individuals and groups, none of whom made pro- 
posals similar to the Commission’s proposals. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 

David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Terry O’Connor (Oakville) 

Peter Partington (Brock) 

Jack Pierce (Rainy River) 

Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 


32. Mr. Ashe—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Durham Centre on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to heed the representations of the citizens of the 
Town of Whitby that the total municipality should remain intact. 


2. The Commission failed to recognize the community of interest built up 
within the Town of Whitby since the amalgamation of the former Town 
and the former Township of Whitby. 


3. The Commission failed to recognize existing boundaries of municipali- 
ties or wards thereof; The existing and traditional boundaries of elec- 
toral districts; both ommissions in direct conflict with the Commission’s 
terms of reference. 


4. The Commission failed to recognize that when the Region of Durham 
was formed in 1973 following an in depth planning and development 
study that the Town of Whitby as constituted was the only Municipality 
within the new region to not undergo a boundary change. This was an 
obvious recognition of the Town of Whitby-north and south-being an 
appropriate political entity. 


5. The current member for Durham West representing the Town of 
Whitby for the past eight years is very much aware of the community 
and the citizens therein. Said member has not heard of even one citizen 
in the community speaking in support of splitting the Town for Provin- 
cial Electoral purposes. 
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6. A Municipality must be split when it’s population is too large to be 
accommodated within the maximums of a Provincial Constituency. 
This is not the case with the Town of Whibty. 


It recommended, that the new Electoral District of Durham Centre 
comprise the complete Town of Whitby and a smaller unit of the City of 
Oshawa necessary to satisfy the normal population requirements. 


7. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Philip Andrewes (Lincoln) 
Claude Bennett (Ottawa South) 
Mike Breaugh (Oshawa) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 
Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 
Bob Runciman (Leeds) 

Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 
Ross Stevenson (Durham York) 


33. Mr. Riddell—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Huron-Middlesex on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. That the Commission was insufficiently guided by the items which were 
set out in the Terms of Reference dated the 16 of June, 1983, and 
amended on the 30 of November, 1984, set out in the resolution as Items 
A to H in setting up the Electoral District of Huron-Middlesex. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tion made to it to maintain the historic representation provided to repre- 
sent the rural constituencies in the Counties of Huron and Middlesex in 
the past. 


3. The elimination of one riding in the Huron, Bruce, Grey and Middlesex 
area would seriously erode rural representation in the Legislative 
Assembly of Ontario. 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the Winter and Spring of 
1984. 
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5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

James McGuigan (Kent-Elgin) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

Ian G. Scott (St. David) 

Gregory Sorbara (York North) 

Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 
Bill Wrye (Windsor-Sandwich) 


34. Mr. Offer—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Mississauga North on the grounds set forth here- 
inafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that estab- 
lished the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by failing to recognize a distinct and separate community the former 
Town of Malton, with traditional organized neighbourhoods repre- 
sented by homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the 
existing Riding of Mississauga North. 





In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 





3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication as specified in Paragraph 6, Subsection (b), of the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area north of Eglinton Avenue with 
the current Riding of Mississauga North. 





4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influ- 
ence of existing major roadways, Highway No. 10 on the west and the 
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Queen Elizabeth Highway on the south, which have tended to serve as 
natural geographic barriers between communities of people. 





5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of electoral districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative 
Assembly by existing the northern boundary of the Riding to the city 
limit, despite the fact that the current northern boundary, Eglinton 
Avenue or any configuration thereof between such and Burnhamthorpe 
Road East, represents a natural extension in comparison to existing 
ward boundaries, and preserves the physical, social and economic cohe- 
sion of the present electoral district. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham Kent) 

René Fontaine (Cochrane North) 

Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 
Bernard Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
James D. Henderson (Humber) 
Donald S. Knight (Halton-Burlington) 
Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) 
Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 
Douglas Reycraft (Middlesex) 

Ian G. Scott (St. David) 

Gregory Sorbara (York North) 


35. Mr. Shymko—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of High Park-Swansea on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the historical 
trend of the electoral boundary changes since the turn of the century of 
the former Electoral District of High Park to the present Electoral Dis- 
trict of High Park-Swansea which was always in a westerly direction, 
reflecting the demographic changes, the pattern and mobility of popula- 
tion trends, and preserving the commonality of an integral community. 
The proposed shift of the north eastern boundary in an easterly direction 
as outlined in the Commission’s revised proposal is a significant and 
unusual reversal of this historical trend. 


2. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the written and oral 
presentations made to the Commission during the public sittings that 
were held in Toronto on May 17, 1984 which supported the Commis- 
sion’s initial proposals (a) for the northern, western and southern bound- 
aries of the Electoral District of High Park-Swansea as accurately 
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reflecting the natural boundaries of the riding following St. Clair Ave- 
nue West and Dundas Street West to the Humber River and south to 
Lake Ontario, and (b) for keeping the existing north eastern boundary 
following the Canadian National and the Canadian Pacific Railway 
lines as an indisputable natural boundary. 


. In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interests of traditional organized neighbourhoods which histori- 
cally and socially have always been closely tied, sharing common local 
centres on both sides of Jane Street, Annette Street and Runnymede 
Road south of St. Clair Avenue West and their social, business, profes- 
sional, cultural recreational activities. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to and indeed did 
ignore the question of community of interest by extending the present 
north eastern boundary to include the area east of the CN-CP railway 
lines to Caledonia Road and the CN track south of St. Clair Avenue 
West and north of Bloor Street West. There is no common community 
of interests of High Park-Swansea and the residents of this northern 
area of the present Electoral District of Parkdale. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
and geographic features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of 
the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discount- 
ing the existing CN-CP railways on the east and the Humber River on 
the west and the major arterial road of St. Clair Avenue West on the 
north which have tended to serve as natural boundaries between com- 
munities of people. The Commission has given precedence to such 
important natural boundaries over municipal boundaries as is reflected 
by the Commission’s initial as well as revised proposals affecting a num- 
ber of electoral districts within Metropolitan Toronto. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of electoral districts when it extended the north east- 
ern boundary beyond its present natural geographic barrier (CN-CP 
railway lines) instead of extending the present north western boundary, 
as the Commission initially proposed in 1984, which represents a natu- 
ral extention to a natural topographical barrier (the Humber River) that 
would preserve and unify the physical, social and economic cohesion of 
an integral community within the present electoral district. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d), of the June 16, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly by reversing its original proposal for the 
northwestern boundary which would have increased the present popula- 
tion by 11,404 (1981 Census) in addition to expected future growth con- 
siderations of approximately 2,600 within 2 years in light of current 
major residential projects and a further potential of 10,000 within the 
next decade pending the development of the Stockyards district. 
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8. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 
Andrew S. Brandt (Sarnia) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
Robert G. Elgie (York East) 
Bud Gregory (Mississauga West) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 
John Turner (Peterborough) 


36. Mr. Mancini—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Essex South on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that estab- 
lished the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of Electoral Districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative 
Assembly by dividing the Essex South Riding east and west instead of 
the traditional north and south. 


3. The Commission failed to appreciate that the Essex South Riding has 
been virtually the same for over 100 years. The Commission failed to 
give consideration to the fact that in Essex County the wardens are elec- 
ted on a north-south basis and this restricting pattern reinforces the pro- 
vincial electoral boundaries. 


4. The elimination of one riding in the Windsor and Essex County area 
erodes rural representation in the Legislative Assembly of Ontario. 


5. The Commission unfairly places Leamington, the largest urban centre 
in Essex County, in a Kent County constituency. 


6. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
family, economic and community of interest factors. 
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7. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bob Callahan (Brampton) 

Sean Conway (Renfrew North) 
Joseph Cordiano (Downsview) 
Alvin Curling (Scarborough North) 
Herb Epp (Waterloo North) 

René Fontaine (Cochrane-North) 
Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 
Bernard Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 
John Lane (Algoma-Manitoulin) 

Ian Scott (St. David) 

David Smith (Lambton) 

David Warner (Scarborough-Ellesmere) 
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QUESTIONS 


(Questions are to appear on the day after they are tabled and on every 

subsequent day in the week they are tabled and then subsequently only on each 

Monday until an Answer (other than an Interim Answer) is tabled. A question 
tabled on a Friday will appear on each day of the following week.) 


1. Myr. Warner—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister of the Environment 
please table the Report of the Environmental Assessment Advisory Com- 
mittee on the question of designating the Brimley Road/Highway 401 Inter- 
change subject to the Environmental Assessment Act, and further will the 
Minister also table a signed copy of the original letter which reports the 
Minister’s decision on the above-mentioned Report. June 10, 1985. 


2. Answered June 24, 1985. 
3. Answered June 24, 1985. 
4. Withdrawn June 27, 1985. 


5. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information on Ontario Government employees for every Ministry 
in Government: 1. Ministry. 2. Number of classified employees. 3. Number 
of classified employees who are of visible minority origin. 4. Position held in 
the ministry by each of the employees who are of visible minority origin. 
June 17, 1985. 


6. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information on Ontario Government part-time and contract 
employees (unclassified) for every Ministry in Government: 1. Ministry. 2. 
Number of unclassified employees. 3. Number of classified employees who 
are of visible minority origin. 4. Position held in ministry by each unclassi- 
fied employee of visible minority origin. June 17, 1985. 


7. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information on the 3,900 appointed positions with the 700 agen- 
cies, boards and commissions responsible to the Ontario Government. Will 
the Minister prepare the data under the following heading: 1. Name of 
agency, board and commission. 2. No. of appointed positions for each agen- 
cy, board and commission. 3. No. of appointed positions for each agency, 
board and commission who are of visible minority origin. 4. Position held 
by the appointed persons for each agency, board and commission, of per- 
sons who are of visible minority origin. June 17, 1985. 


8. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table a 
summary of the third language skills on Ontario Government employees, 
under the heading: 1. Ministry. 2. No. of classified employees. 3. No. of full 
time employees that speak one third language. 4. No. of full time employees 
that speak 2 to 5 languages other than English and French. 5. Position held 
in the ministry by each of the employees fluent in a third language. 6. Total 
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number of third languages spoken in the Ministry. Will the Minister provide 
the information for every ministry in government. June 17, 1985. 


summary of the third language skills on Ontario Government employees, 
under the heading: 1. Ministry. 2. No. of classified employees. 3. No. of 
unclassified employees that speak a third language. 4. Number of unclassi- 
fied employees that speak 2 to 5 languages other than English and French. 
5. Position held in the ministry by each of the employees fluent in a third 
language. 6. Total number of third languages spoken in the Ministry. Will 
the Minister provide the information for every ministry in government. 
June 17, 1985. 


10. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table a 
summary of the third language skills of the 3,900 appointed positions with 
the 700 agencies, boards and commissions responsible to the Ontario Gov- 
ernment. Will the Minister prepare the information under the following 
headings: a) Persons who speak on third language. b) Persons who speak 2-5 
languages other than English and French. c) Position held. June 17, 1985. 


9. Myr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table a 


Fy 
a 
h 


11. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible inform 
the House whether or not the four recommendations made by the Ontario 
Advisory Council on Multiculturalism and Citizenship in its report of Feb- 
ruary 1982, titled “Task Force on Equal Opportunity” were accepted, 
namely: 1. (a) that the Government of Ontario adopt the principle of equal 
opportunity in the selection process to ensure that in appointments to public 
agencies, candidates can adequately reflect the multicultural and multi- 
racial diversity of Ontario; (b) that the Government of Ontario assess and 
review the criteria for appointments, the selection process and composition 
of the public agencies in Ontario; 2. (a) that the inventory of residents of 
Ontario who are qualified to serve on public agencies be expanded to ade- 
quately reflect the multicultural diversity of our population; (b) that the 
Government of Ontario encourage the ethnic groups to suggest candidates 
from their respective communities who could be considered for inclusion in 
the inventory; 3. (a) the Government of Ontario announce all vacancies in 
the public agencies; (b) that these vacancies be publicized in such a way to 
ensure that this information reaches all socio-economic levels of Ontario 
society; (c) that the Government of Ontario publicize vacancies in the ethnic 
media to ensure that qualified members of the ethnocultural communities 
are aware of the existence of such vacancies in the public agencies; 4. That 
the Premier and Government of Ontario in their appointment policy con- 
sider the principle of equitable representation based on merit and qualifica- 
tions reflecting the ethnic composition of Ontario society in all public agen- 
cies, councils, boards and commissions that come under government 
jurisdiction. Will the Minister indicate what specific actions have been 
taken to implement the above recommendations. June 17, 1985. 








12. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the 6/49 Lottery: a) Number of tickets sold 
for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) The 
amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the Treas- / 
ury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid out in | 
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prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or retained 
by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) The 
amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. f) 
The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by 6/49 in the 1982 fiscal year, which was 
not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. June 17, 
1985. 


13. Myr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Lottario Lottery: a) Number of tickets 
sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) The 
amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the Treas- 
ury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid out in 
prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or retained 
by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) The 
amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. f) 
The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by Lottario in the 1982 fiscal year, which 
was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 


14. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Super Loto Lottery: a) Number of tick- 
ets sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the 
Treasury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid 
out in prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or 
retained by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) 
The amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. 
f) The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery in the 1982 fiscal year, 
which was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 


15. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Wintario Lottery: a) Number of tickets 
sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) The 
amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the Treas- 
ury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid out in 
prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or retained 
by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) The 
amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. f) 
The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Wintario in the 1982 fiscal year, 
which was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 


16. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Provincial Lottery: a) Number of tick- 
ets sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the 
Treasury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid 
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out in prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or 
retained by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) 
The amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. 
f) The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery in the 1982 fiscal year, 
which was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 
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Z 
GOVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS 


Second Reading Bill 1, An Act to revise the Family Law Reform Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 3, An Act respecting Actions arising from Transboundary 
Pollution between Ontario and reciprocating Jurisdictions. Mr. Pope. 


PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 7, An Act to amend certain Ontario Statutes to conform 
to section 15 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 8, An Act to amend certain Ontario Statutes to conform 
to section 6 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 9, An Act to establish the Ministry of Skills Development. 
Mr. Gillies. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 11, An Act to revise the Change of Name Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 12, An Act to amend the Children’s Law Reform Act. 
Mr. Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 13, An Act to amend the Vital Statistics Act. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 14, An Act respecting the Enforcement of Support and 
Custody Orders. Mr. Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 15, An Act to amend the Creditors’ Relief Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 16, An Act to amend the Public Commercial Vehicles 
Act. Mr. McCague. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 17, An Act to amend the Highway Traffic Act. Mr. 
McCague. PRINTED. 


"Second Reading Bill 18, An Act to amend the Off-Road Vehicles Act, 1983. 


Mr. McCague. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 22, An Act to amend certain Acts representing Regional d 
Municipalities. Myr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 23, An Act to amend certain Acts in relation to Line | 
Fences. Mr. Timbrell. PRINTED. { 


Second Reading Bill 24, An Act to amend the Regional Municipality of , 
Hamilton-Wentworth Act. Mr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 
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Second Reading Bill 25, An Act to amend the District Municipality of 
Muskoka Act. Mr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 26, An Act to amend the Municipality of Metropolitan 
Toronto Act. Mr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 27, An Act to amend the Municipal Elections Act. Mr. 
Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 28, An Act to amend the Education Act. Mr. Grossman. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 29, An Act to revise the Mining Act. Mr. Harris. 
PRINTED. 


La. 


Pods 
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27: 


28. 


29. 


30, 


4 
PRIVATE MEMBERS’ PUBLIC BILLS AND ORDERS 


Second Reading Bill 2, An Act to amend the Human Tissue Gift Act. Myr. 
Van Horne. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 4, An Act respecting Advertising by Governmental 
Organizations. Myr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 5, An Act to amend the Election Finances Reform Act. 
Mr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 6, An Act respecting the Rights of Non-Unionized 
Workers. Mr. Haggerty. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 10, An Act to amend the Labour Relations Act. Mr. 
Haggerty. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 19, An Act to relieve Persons from Liability in respect of 
voluntary Emergency Medical and First Aid Services. Mr. Haggerty. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 20, An Act to ensure the Regeneration and Reforestation 
of Forests in Ontario. Mr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 21, An Act to amend the Animals for Research Act. Mr. 
Philip. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 31, An Act to amend the Homes for the Aged and Rest 
Homes Act. Mr. Warner. 


NOTICES 
GOVERNMENT MOTIONS 
1. Debated July 2, 1985. 


2. Mr. Peterson—Resolution—That the Government enjoys the confidence of the 
House. 


3. Mr. Nixon—Resolution—That, due to the interruption of the consideration of 
Private Bill legislation as a result of the dissolution of the Thirty-second Par- 
liament, the applications for private legislation relating to Bill Pri0, An Act 
respecting the City of Niagara Falls, and Bill Pr41, An Act respecting the 
City of Hamilton, be considered during the present Session without payment 
of further application fees, without publishing further notices of application 
and without lodging further declarations proving publication; and, that the 
application for private legislation relating to Bill Pr46, An Act respecting the 
Brockville Rowing Club Inc., be considered during the present Session fol- 
lowing publication of further notice of the application and lodging further 
declarations proving publications, but without payment of a further appli- 
cation fee. 
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PRIVATE MEMBERS’ MOTIONS 


1. Mr. Johnston (Scarborough West)—Resolution—That in the opinion of this 
House, the Province of Ontario, Canada, should declare itself a Nuclear 
Arms Free Zone, and the Government should prohibit the deployment of 
nuclear weapons in Ontario, the testing of nuclear weapons and associated 
equipment in the Province, the construction of nuclear weapons and associ- 
ated equipment, the transport of nuclear weapons and associated equipment 
through and within the Province, and the export of goods and materials for 
use in the construction and deployment of nuclear arms. In addition, the 
Province should encourage cities, provinces and states throughout the world 
to initiate similar action. 


2. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
access to health care treatment and facilities should be a right and not a priv- 
ilege, and should not be subject to geographic or economic barriers, the Gov- 
ernment of Ontario should incorporate as a fully-insured service under 
OHIP the cost of medically necessary travel, as determined by a qualified 
physician, in excess of 200 miles; and further that the Government should 
begin by instituting such coverage for residents of Northern Ontario (that is 
for those living in the Territorial Districts north of the French River) within 
six months of the passage of this resolution and that coverage for the rest of 
the province be phased in over a four-year period; and further that in the 
case of a child needing such medically necessary travel, the Government give 
consideration to covering the costs of travel for one parent or guardian of 
such a child. 


3. Mr. Warner—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, considering the 
continuing Turkish occupation of Cyprus and the unknown fate of 2,000 
missing Cypriots, the Government of Ontario should express concern about 
the continuing illegal Turkish colonization of Cyprus, and the latest seces- 
sionist movement of the Denktash regime, by: (1) urging the Government of 
Canada to support measures for the implementation of the U.N. resolutions 
on Cyprus; (2) calling upon the Turkish Government to provide immediate 
information on the missing Cypriots which according te indisputable evi- 
dence are held by Turkish authorities contrary to international law; (3) call- 
ing upon the Turkish Government to respect the human rights provision of 
the Helsinki accord, especially in regards to Cyprus; (4) calling upon the 
Turkish Government to cease immediately further colonization of Cyprus 
and to withdraw all illegal colonists, transplanted with a view to changing 
the demographic nature of the Island; (5) condemning the new secessionist 
movement of the so-called “Federated State of Northern Cyprus”; and (6) 
calling upon the Government of Canada to cease further negotiations with 
the Turkish Government on the sale of a nuclear reactor, until the latter 
complies with the U.N. resolutions on Cyprus and shows a respect for inter- 
national law. 





4. Ms. Bryden—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
part-time workers in both the public and private sector are discriminated { 
against by the denial of many benefits and rights provided to other workers 
in the same establishment, a Charter of Rights for Part-Time Workers be 
added to both the Employment Standards Act and the Labour Relations Act 
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to provide pro rata benefits and collective bargaining rights to such workers 
and that they be made eligible for severance pay and retraining and readjust- 
ment programs provided for other workers displaced by technological 
change in the same establishment. 


5. Mr. Epp—Resolution—That this House authorizes that a Proclamation be 
issued by the Governor General under the Great Seal of Canada amending 
Section 7 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms to read as 
follows: 


7. Everyone has the right to life, liberty, security of the person and enjoy- 
ment of property and the right not be deprived thereof except in accord- 
ance with the principles of fundamental justice, 


and urges that the Senate and House of Commons and the Legislative 
Assemblies of the other provinces do likewise. 


7. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Federal Con- 
servative government has, by eliminating full inflation protection for Cana- 
dian pensioners, imposed unfair hardships on those least able to protect 
themselves; and therefore, this House condemns as arbitrary and ill- 
conceived the budget of Michael Wilson which takes money out of the pock- 
ets of pensioners while providing more tax giveaways to the wealthy; 
strongly calls upon the Government of Canada to abandon its intention to 
de-index pensions and urges the Government of Ontario to make the strong- 
est possible representation to the Government of Canada to re-affirm the 
Federal Conservative government’s election promise to protect Canadian 
pensioners. 


8. Mr. Morin-Strom—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Fed- 
eral Conservative government has favoured business and the rich at the 
expense of the economically disadvantaged, particularly pensioners, and 
considering Finance Minister Michael Wilson statement that Canada has 
‘an acute shortage of rich people,” this House condemns the federal budget 
of Michael Wilson that focuses on more tax breaks for the wealthy rather 
than providing decent pensions for elderly and more employment opportuni- 
ties for the unemployed poor, and that the Canadian government should rec- 
ognize that our problem is too many poor people, not too few rich people. 


9. Mr. Ramsay—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Minister of 
Agriculture and Food should introduce legislation to: 


(1) establish a debt review agency to referee financial disputes between 
farmers and banks or other lending institutions and that not less than 
50% of the members of the agency should be farmers and that the 
agency would deal with short-term debts other than mortgages and 
would be empowered to make binding decisions subject only to appeal 
to the judge of the local court; 


(2) provide a moratorium on all farm bankruptcies and foreclosures of 
mortgages on farm lands and buildings except where an exemption is 
approved by a judge and on application by a mortgagee (lendor) the 
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judge may grant leave for foreclosure or commencement of bankruptcy 
proceedings or, alternatively, may postpone any forfeiture for such time 
and subject to such conditions as he thinks fit. 
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MOTIONS RELATING TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE REPORT 
UPON THE REDISTRIBUTION OF ONTARIO INTO ELECTORAL 


in 


Ve 


Mr. 


DISTRICTS 


Yakabuski—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 


November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to 
the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew South on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


i, 


The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Renfrew South 
which have existed since 1867. 


The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the question of 
the ease of transportation and communication within the larger pro- 
posed Electoral District of Renfrew, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in the Assembly. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to and indeed did 


ignore the question of community of interest. Historically and socially, 
the residents of Renfrew South have never been closely tied or had a 
common community of interest with the residents of Renfrew North. 
Further, the Townships of Bagot and Blithfield, McNab and West 
Carleton, the Village Braeside and the Town of Arnprior have always 
had close ties with the other municipalities within the Electoral District 
of Renfrew South. 


. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to written repre- 


sentations or to oral representations made to the Commission during the 
public sittings that were held in Ottawa in May, 1984. 


. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the population quota in 


determining boundaries for the proposed Electoral District of Renfrew. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 

Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 

‘Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

John Turner (Peterborough) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 
Doug Wiseman (Lanark) 


Mr. Gregory—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
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visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Mississauga East on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that estab- 
lished the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a) of the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating a distinct and separate community, the former Town 
of Malton, with traditional organized neighbourhoods represented by 
homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the existing 
Riding of Mississauga East. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area north of Eglinton Avenue with 
the current Riding of Mississauga East. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16, 1983 
Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influence of 
existing major roadways, Highway No. 10 on the west and the Queen 
Elizabeth Highway on the south, which have tended to serve as natural 
geographic barriers between communities of people. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d) of the June 16, 1983 Resolution 
of the Legislative Assembly by combining the northern portion of the 
City of Mississauga, an area expected to experience growth in popula- 
tion with an existing riding where population growth is expected to be, 
at the most, minimal. In so doing the Commission has placed Missis- 
sauga East Riding within the upper range of the population guidelines 
established by the Commission foregoing expected future growth consid- 
erations. 


6. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f) of the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
boundaries which serve to separate and distinguish neighbourhood 
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organizations. By amalgaming a large portion of Ward 5 with Ward 3 
and displacing Wards 4 and 7 of the existing Riding, it appears that the 
Commission failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on 
the Member of the Provincial Parliament for the Riding in question, 
thereby rendering more difficult adequate representation of the people 
in Parliament. 


7. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of electoral districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g) of the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly by existing the northern boundary of the Riding to the city limit, 
despite the fact that the current northern boundary, Eglinton Avenue or 
any configuration thereof between such and Burnhamthorpe Road East, 
represents a natural extension in comparison to existing ward bounda- 
ries, and preserves the physical, social and economic cohesion of the 
present electoral district. 


8. The Commission failed to give due consideration to special geographic 
considerations, including the accessibility of such regions or the size or 
shape thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (h) of the June 16, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by increasing the size of the 
riding in north-south terms and reducing the riding east-west com- 
munity links and adding a community at the north end separated from 
the rest of the riding by the Pearson International Airport and Highway 
No. 401. 


At the same time, the Commission failed to facilitate the need for ease of 
transportation and communication, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


9. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 
Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 
Leo Bernier (Kenora) 
Gordon Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) | 
Susan Fish (St. George) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 
Robert Runciman (Leeds) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


3. Mr. Pollock—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Hastings-Peterborough on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


4. 
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. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 


economic and community of interest factors, thus making difficult ade- 
quate representation in the Legislature. 


. By removing four municipalities from south Hastings (Thurlow, Tyen- 


dinaga, Tyendinaga Indian Reserve and Deseronto) the Commission 
ignored the geography of the region in that these municipalities are sepa- 
rated from Prince Edward-Lennox by the Bay of Quinte. Historically 
these municipalities have always been part of the former Hastings rid- 
ings prior to the enlargement to Hastings-Peterborough. As to com- 
munity of interests, all municipalities except the Reserve have repre- 
sentation in Hastings County Council and Hastings County Board of 
Education. The Moira River Conservation Authority covers all of this 
area. Provincial Government offices in Belleville and Stirling, rather 
than Picton serve these municipalities. Telephone access from each of 
these municipalities to the county seat and to each other is without 
charge. Population is increasing due to proximity to the City of Belle- 
ville. 


. By adding a portion of the City of Peterborough the Commission failed 


to consider community of interests. Hastings-Peterborough is a large 
rural constituency, composed of small villages and townships. Another 
township and village such as Lakefield, would reduce the pressure on 
the Peterborough Riding while preserving common interests. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to representa- 


tions made to it during public hearings in May, 1984. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the Act in question. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Terry O’Connor (Oakville) 

Peter Partington (Brock) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


Mr. Conway—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew North on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 


geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province of Ontario. 
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2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tions made to it with respect to the difficulty which would be experi- 
enced by those residents in areas such as Chalk River, Deep River and 
Stonecliffe if they were to be aligned with the new riding of Parry 
Sound-Nipissing-Renfrew. Residents in these and other rural areas in 
Renfrew North would be further disadvantaged because of geographic 
location if they were to be realigned and would be without the kind of 
representation in the Legislature to which they are entitled. 


3. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to both written 
and oral presentations made to it during the public hearings in Ottawa 
in the month of May, 1984. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Jim Bradley (St. Catharines) 

Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Herbert A. Epp (Waterloo North) 
Barnard Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Raymond L. Haggerty (Erie) 

Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 
Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Gordon D. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Robert F. Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 
Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 
Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 

Jack Riddell (Huron Middlesex) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 

Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

John Sweeney (Kitchener-Wilmot) 
Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 


5. Mr. McLean—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Simcoe East on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the geographic and 
topographical factors when planning the redistribution of this electoral 
boundary in the Province. By ignoring these natural factors, the means 
of communication and accessibility is hampered and thereby rendering 
more difficult adequate representation of the people in the Provincial 
Parliament. As currently proposed, the representative would have to 
travel through the Electoral District of Muskoka in order to reach the 
new parts of the District. These factors are specifically provided for in 
the Terms of Reference established by the House. 
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2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the traditional and 
historical significance felt by both the Town of Midland and the City of 
Orillia after having shared one hundred and five years together in the 
same Electoral District. Existing and traditional boundaries are specifi- 
cally provided for in the Terms of Reference established by the House. 


3. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Reuben C. Baetz (Ottawa West) 

Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

W. Donald Cousens (York Centre) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 
Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 
Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings Peterborough) 
W. Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


6. Mr. Brandt—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Sarnia on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the geographic, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion; 


2. In particular, with respect to the proposal to split the Township of Sar- 
nia between the ridings of Sarnia and Lambton, the Commission failed 
to recognize: 





(1) historical and existing municipal boundaries; 
(ii) the existing and traditional boundaries of Electoral Districts; and 7 


(iii) the varying conditions and requirements regarding representation 
as between urban and rural Electoral Districts. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to maintaining 
the historic, geographic and demographic linkages, both within the q 
Township of Sarnia, and as an integral part of the present riding of 
Sarnia; : 


4. 
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The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the course of the Public 
Hearings; 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the intent and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Robert Elgie (York East) 

Susan Fish (St. George) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
Alan Pope (Cochrane South) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


7. Mr. Barlow—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Cambridge on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


T°: 


The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
electoral boundaries which have remained virtually unchanged, both 
provincially and federally, since 1867. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the importance of 


North Dumfries being geographically located within the Regional 
Municipality of Waterloo and has failed to recognize that the residents 
pay part of the their municipal taxes to the Region and their school taxes 
to either the Waterloo County Board of Education or the Waterloo 
County Separate School Board. 


. The Commission failed to recognize that the removal of part of North 


Dumfries from the Cambridge Riding would, in fact remove the rights 
of the residents of that part of North Dumfries from representation in 
the Provincial Legislature by a member who is also a resident of the 
Regional Municipality of Waterloo. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the population 


trends of North Dumfries, which has remained stable, at less than 5,000 
for many years. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the changing popu- 


lation trends in the balance of the Regional Municipality of Waterloo 
and failed to recognize that by 1991, the next census year, the Region 
will have sufficient population to require an additional provincial Rid- 
ing at which time North Dumfries will be moved to yet another Elec- 
toral District. 
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6. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the average popula- 
tion quota (plus or minus 25%) as required by the June 16, 1983 Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly. Based on the average population of the 
66,347 both Cambridge and Brant-Haldimand would be within the 
quota regardless of which Riding North Dumfries was located in. 


7. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 

Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Allan McLean (Simcoe East) 

Jack Pierce (Rainy River) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 


8. Mr. Henderson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to 
the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Etobicoke East on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the traditional 
and historic community of Humber and failed to respect the historic 
bonds linking the people on the western bank of the Humber River. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the cultural 
and ethnic links uniting the people west of Islington Avenue with the 
Electoral District of Etobicoke West, and thereby forced an artificial 
juxtaposition of those neighbourhoods with the community of Humber 
thereby compromising adequate representation in the Assembly. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the cultural 
and ethnic links between the people of the area bounded by Eglinton 
Avenue on the south, and the Macdonald-Cartier Freeway on the north- 
west, those neighbourhoods being more appropriately linked with the 
parts of the Electoral District of Etobicoke East which lie north of 
Eglinton Avenue. The ethnic, religious and cultural nature of the area 
of Etobicoke lying north of Eglinton Avenue is homogeneous, and exist- 
ing cultural, neighbourhood, and transportation links render this area 
very much a unit in terms of appropriate continuity of Assembly repre- 
sentation. 





4. The Commission may have given too much emphasis to population quo- 
tas in determing boundaries for the southerly electoral districts in Etobi- 
coke. 

















5. 
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And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Gordon I. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 
Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

Larry South (Frontenac-Addington) 


9. Mr. Cooke (Windsor-Riverside)—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the 
House of November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an 
objection to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries 
Commission respecting the Electoral District of Windsor-Riverside on the 
grounds set forth hereinafter: 


i 


The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the physical, social 
and economic cohesion in many of the proposed electoral districts and 
seemed to, and indeed did ignore the matter of community of interests, 
thus making more difficult the adequate representation of the people in 
the Legislative Assembly. 


. By removing the area south of the CNR tracks, and north of Tecumseh 


Road between Walker Road and Norman Road while leaving in the 
area between the Detroit River and the CNR tracks and the area south 
of Tecumseh Road. To do this ignores physical, social and economic 
cohesion and ignores community of interest. 


. The Commission ignored the representations made to the Commission 


on behalf of various individuals and groups, none of whom made pro- 
posals similar to the Commission’s proposals. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Richard Allen (Hamilton West) 
Michael J. Breaugh (Oshawa) 


Brian A. Charlton (Hamilton Mountain) 


Jim Foulds (Port Arthur) 

Evelyn Gigantes (Ottawa Centre) 
Floyd Laughren (Nickel Belt) 
Bob Mackenzie (Hamilton East) 
Elie W. Martel (Sudbury East) 
Ross McClellan (Bellwoods) 
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10. Mr. Jackson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Burlington South on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Burlington South 
which have existed since 1874. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Region of Halton, fac- 
tors which are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) 
through (h), in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly that established the Commission. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating a district and separate community, the Riding of Oak- 
ville South, with a traditional organized neighbourhood represented by 
the East Burlington Ratepayers Association, known as Ward 8, con- 
tained in the Riding of Burlington South. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
boundaries which serve to separate and distinguish neighbourhood 
organizations. By amalgamating Ward 8 of the existing Burlington 
South Riding with the new Riding of Oakville South the Commission 
failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on the members 
of the Provincial Parliament for the Oakville South Riding, thereby ren- 
dering more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parlia- 
ment. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication by failing to recognize the absence of any significant com- 
munications that exist between and in any way unite the area known as 
Ward 8 currently in Burlington South and proposed by the Commission 
for inclusion with Oakville South, thereby rendering more difficult ade- 
quate representation of the people in Parliament. 


6. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the specific boundary 
lines as suggested by the Four-district Plan submitted by the Regional 
Municipality of Halton in determing boundaries for the proposed Elec- 
toral District of Burlington South. 





7. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the population quota in 
determining boundaries for the proposed Electoral District of Burling- 
ton South. 
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8. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


William C. Davis (Scarborough Centre) 
Robert Elgie (York East) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
Allan McLean (Simcoe East) 

Terrance P. O’Connor (Oakville) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Earl W. Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 


11. Mr. Timbrell—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Don Mills on the grounds set forth herein- 


after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community and diversity of interests, the existing and traditional 
boundaries of the Electoral District, the special geographic considera- 
tions, and the accessibility, size and shape of the Electoral District of 
Don Mills by annexing that portion of Don Mills riding that lies north of 
Lawrence Avenue to the Electoral District of York Mills. 


The area in question, bordered by Lawrence Avenue East on the south, 
Leslie Street on the west, York Mills Road on the north, and the Don 
River on the east, should remain in the Electoral District of Don Mills 
for the following reasons: 


(a) The original Don Mills community comprised the four neighbour- 


(b 


(c 


— 


wee” 


hoods focussed on the intersection of Don Mills Road and Law- 
rence Avenue East. This area is still the heart of Don Mills, and 
the area above Lawrence Avenue East is a vital component of this 
long established community. To divide the Electoral District along 
Lawrence Avenue East would be contrary to the Commission 
Guideline (g), violating the traditional boundaries of Electoral Dis- 
tricts, that is, the current boundary. 


Removing the area north of Lawrence Avenue East would divide 
the area tributary to Don Mills Junior High School and Don Mills 
Collegiate. It would also split, in half, the area represented by the 
Don Mills Residents Association, another indicator of the com- 
munity identity, and thereby violate Guideline (a), of the Commis- 
sion, by failing to take into account community of interests. 


The dividing of the Don Mills Community is contrary to the spirit 
of the Commission Guideline (f), which is to heed the existing 
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boundaries of the municipal ward boundary, that is, Ward 10 of 
the City of North York, which is clearly focussed on the intersec- 
tion of Lawrence Avenue East and Don Mills Road. This is sup- 
ported by the fact that for municipal planning purposes, the City 
of North York includes the areas both north and south of Law- 
rence Avenue East into the “Don Mills Community”. 


(d 


— 


Commission Guideline (h) is also brought into question here as the 
community of Don Mills is focussed on the intersection of Law- 
rence Avenue East and Don Mills Road, rather than divided by 
this landmark. The proposed boundary is blatantly contrary to the 
accessibility, size and shape of the community of Don Mills. 


2. The proposed electoral boundary in the south end of the Electoral Dis- 


trict of Don Mills is another example of the Commission’s failure to fol- 
low the guidelines established by the House. 


Objection is made to this boundary, which effectively severs the area 
bounded by Woodbine Avenue on the west, Taylor Creek park on the 
north, Chisholm Avenue on the east, and Lumsden Avenue on the 
south. The grounds for this objection are that the proposed boundary is 
contrary to both Guidelines (a) and (f). This community is known as the 
“Cedarvale Area” of the Borough of East York, and is focussed on the 
community facilities available at the corner of Cosburn and Cedarvale 
Avenues; namely the Stan Wadlow Clubhouse, the East York Curling 
Club, the Memorial Arena, the Kiwanis swimming pool, and Parkside 
Public School, all of which are located adjacent to that intersection. To 
cut this neighbourhood in half as proposed would be to confuse the elec- 
torate of the “Cedarvale Community” as to which Electoral District they 
belong, and is contrary to Guidelines (a) and (g). 


Moreover, the proposed southern boundary is even contrary to Guide- 
line (f), as it does not follow the new municipal ward boundaries 
between Wards 1 and 2 of the Borough of East York. The Commission 
should maintain the existing southern boundary running from the inter- 
section of Woodbine Avenue and O’Connor Drive, to the corner of 
Wakewood Street and Victoria Park Avenue. Barring this, the Commis- 
sion should change the proposed boundary to run from the intersection 
of Woodbine Avenue and O’Connor Drive through Taylor Creek Park, 
all the way to Dawes Road and then south along Dawes Road to the 
City limits, similar to the proposed southern projection down Cedarvale 
Avenue. This would then be in agreement with the Guidelines (a), (g), 
and (f) cited earlier, and it would follow the recently approved new 
municipal ward boundaries. 


. Finally, objection is made to the Commission’s proposed boundary at 
the top north-west corner of Don Mills Riding. Although there have 
been no changes from the existing boundaries, it is recommended that 
the area south of the west-branch of the Don River, east of the City of 
Toronto boundary, and north of Lawrence Avenue East, should be 
included in the Electoral District of Don Mills. This very small area rep- 
resents only about five small streets which lie within the municipality of 








21 


the City of North York, and is considered to be part of the “Lawrence 
Park Community” of North York (the majority of which already lies in 
the Electoral District of Don Mills). The basis for this argument lies in 
Guidelines (a) and (h), since the residents of this community consider 
themselves as part of the Lawrence Park neighbourhood of North York, 
as well as the fact that accessibility to this area is through the Electoral 
District of Don Mills (that is, Lawrence Avenue East and Mildenhall 
Road). By adding this small community to Don Mills Riding, the Com- 
mission would be eliminating a small and unnecessary quirk in the elec- 
toral boundaries and thereby would be maintaining the community 
interest. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

Ernie L. Eves (Parry Sound) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 

Allan K. McLean (Simcoe East) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Alan W. Pope (Cochrane South) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 


12. Myr. Eves—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Parry Sound-Nipissing-Renfrew on the grounds 
set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission did not give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that estab- 
lished the Commission. 


2. The Commission did not fully take into account the community or div- 
ersity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (a), of the June 
16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by amalgamating four 
organized municipalities from the County of Renfrew in particular, as 
well as a large portion of the District of Nipissing, with the existing Rid- 
ing of Parry Sound. 


3. The Commission needs to look more closely at the means of communica- 
tion as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of the June 16, 1983, 
Resolution of the Legislative Assembly as there is an absence of any sig- 
nificant shared means of communication (most specifically, newspapers) 
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that exist between and, in any way unite the affected municipalities in 
the County of Renfrew and the current Riding of Parry Sound. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (c), of the June 16, 1983, 
Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influences of 
Algonquin Park and the Ottawa River Valley which serve to separate 
and distinguish the municipalities in the County of Renfrew from organ- 
ized municipalities in the Districts of Parry Sound and Nipissing, result- 
ing in an Eastern Ontario orientation for municipalities located along 
the Ottawa River that is distinct from the Northern orientation that has 
characterized the Riding of Parry Sound since its creation exactly one 
hundred years ago. 


. The Commission did not look closely enough at population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d), of the June 16, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly in increasing the number of organized 
municipalities in the proposed Riding of Parry Sound-Nipissing-Ren- 
frew to forty from thirty-five. Currently, the riding encompasses more 
organized municipalities than any of the other 124 Provincial Electoral 
districts. At the same time, it appears that the Commission should look 
more carefully at the demands placed on the Member of the Provincial 
Parliament for the riding in question by the estimated 50,000 seasonal 
(summer) residents of the District of Parry Sound, thereby rendering 
more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


. The Commission did not give sufficient weight to the varying conditions 
and requirements regarding representation as between urban and rural 
Electoral Districts as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (e), of the 
June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by significantly 
expanding the size of one of the Province’s rural ridings and thus contri- 
buting to a decline in the level of rural representation in the Legislative 
Assembly to less than 22 per cent of the Province’s electoral districts. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of Electoral Districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative 
Assembly by extending the eastern boundary of the riding to the County 
of Renfrew and the Ottawa River despite the fact that the current east- 
ern boundary has been in place for almost twenty years and represents 
the most easterly extension of Parry Sound’s boundaries in the one hun- 
dred year history of the riding. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to special geographic 
considerations, including the accessibility of such regions or the size or 
shape thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (h), of the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by increasing the size of 
one of the Province’s largest ridings and in so doing, intensifying the 
already exorbitant time and travel demands associated with the repre- 
sentation of this riding. In order to travel from one of the western-most 
population centres, Parry Sound to the proposed eastern-most popula- 
tion centres, Deep River or Chalk River, travel time of at least four 
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hours is required, rendering more difficult adequate representation of 
the people in Parliament. 


9. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Philip W. Andrewes (Lincoln) 

Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 

Claude Bennett (Ottawa South) 

Sean Conway (Renfrew North) 

W. Donald Cousens (York Centre) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Allan K. McLean (Simcoe East) 

Ronald K. McNeil (Elgin) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 

K. Ross Stevenson (Durham- York) 
Noble Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 


13. Myr. Turner—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Peterborough on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and community of interest factors when planning 
the redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, which 
factors are specifically provided for in the Resolution to the Legislative 
Assembly which established the Commission under date of June 16, 
1983. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
existing traditional and historical boundaries, and community of interest 
and other factors as contained in the Resolution, by removing that part 

_of the City of Peterborough which lies east of the Otonabee River. Resi- 
dents of this area would be disadvantaged if they were to be realigned 
and would be denied the kind of representation in the Legislature to 
which they are entitled. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
existing boundaries of municipalities or wards thereof by suggesting that 
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the part of the City of Peterborough lying east of the Otonabee River be 
part of the Hastings-Peterborough Electoral District thus effectively iso- 
lating all residents of that area together with cultural, educational, 
health care, religious, social services, business and industrial facilities 
from their established community of interest and means of communica- 
tion and travel, from the rest of the City of Peterborough, thereby ren- 
dering more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parlia- 
ment. 


4. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to representa- 
tions made to it during public hearings in May, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 

John Lane (Algoma-Manitoulin) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

W. Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 

Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 
Douglas J. Wiseman (Lanark) 


14. Mr. Treleaven—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Oxford on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the wishes of 
the residents of Tillsonburg who the Commission admits, made many 
representations protesting the proposed separation of Tillsonburg from 
the Oxford Electoral District. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Oxford which 
have existed almost exactly in its present form since 1933. 


3. The Commission has failed to give adequate consideration to the fact 
that all municipal services in Tillsonburg, including public health, 
library services, the educational system, hospital services, and garbage 
disposal, are a part of Oxford County services and as such can be better 
represented within a single Electoral District. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 
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Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 

Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 
Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 


15. Mr. Sterling—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral Districts of Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry and 
Leeds Grenville on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
family, economic and community of interest factors for the County of 
Grenville. 


2. The Commission failed to recognize the desire of the residents of the 
County of Grenville that they remain as one unit and not be divided into 
two separate ridings. As there was no notice that a division of Grenville 
County was being contemplated, the residents of Grenville do not 
believe they have had an opportunity to be heard. 


3. The Commission failed to take notice that the County of Grenville looks 
in two directions, to the west and to the north. Local governments are 
tied together under the United Counties of Leeds and Grenville. Most 
services offered or supported by the Provincial Government are admin- 
istered on a County or United County basis. Economic and transporta- 
tion factors draw the County of Grenville to the Regional Municipality 
of Ottawa-Carleton. With the completion of Highway 416 expected in 
the next five years, these ties will become stronger. 


4. Therefore, the Commission failed to recognize that the people of Gren- 
ville wish to remain as one unit and that they wish to remain with part 
of the Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton or be joined to the 
County of Leeds. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 
Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie L. Eves (Parry Sound) 
Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
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Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


16. Mr. Eakins—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Victoria-Haliburton on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. That the Commission was insufficiently guided by the items which were 
set out in the Terms of Reference dated the 16 of June, 1983, and 
amended on the 30 of November, 1984, set out in the resolution as Items 
A to H in setting up the Electoral District of Victoria-Haliburton. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tion made to it to maintain the historic representation provided to repre- 
sent the rural constituencies in the County of Victoria in the past. 


3. The elimination of the Township of Manvers would unnecessarily con- 
fuse the constituents, following their joining the County of Victoria in 
1974; and would disrupt rural representation in the Legislative Assem- 
bly of Ontario. 


4. The Commission did not redistribute population equally across the 
Province. 


5. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the Winter and Spring of 
1984. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham-Kent) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
James McGuigan (Kent-Elgin) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 

Hugh P. O’Neil (Quinte) 

Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 

Douglas R. Reycraft (Middlesex) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 


17. Mr. Sorbara—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of York North on the grounds set forth here- 
inafter: 
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1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to geographical, 
political, and demographic factors when planning the redistribution of 
electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which are specifically 
provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) in the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that established the Com- 
mission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating with the proposed Electoral District York Ontario, a 
distinct and separate community, the Town of Whitchurch-Stouffville, 
which Town traditionally identifies with organized neighbourhoods rep- 
resented by homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the 
proposed Electoral District of York North. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area of the Town of Whitchurch- 
Stouffville and the proposed Electoral District of York Ontario. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d), of the June 16, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly. No recognition has been taken of the 
enormous population growth in the existing Electoral District of York 
since 1981. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Joseph Cordiano (Downsview) 

Alvin Curling (Scarborough North) 

John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 

Rick E. Ferraro (Wellington South) 

Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 

James D. Henderson (Humber) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 

Joan Smith (London South) 

Lawrence South (Frontenac-Addington) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


18. Myr. South—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
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ing the Electoral District of Frontenac-Addington on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the following factors: historical, community interests, population diver- 
gence from the desired average when planning the redistribution of elec- 
toral boundaries within the Province of Ontario. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to both the oral 
and written presentations made to it during the public hearings in King- 
ston on May 7, 1984. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the traditional 
attachments and associations, both political and social of Pittsburgh 
Township with the rest of the County of Frontenac when it recom- 
mended that Pittsburgh Township be severed from the riding of Fronte- 
nac-Addington. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham-Kent) 

James Bradley (St. Catharines) 

John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Rick E. Ferraro (Wellington South) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
James D. Henderson (Humber) 

Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 

Gilles Morin (Carleton East) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

David W. Smith (Lambton) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


19. Myr, Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk)—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of 
the House of November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an 
objection to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries 
Commission respecting the Electoral District of Haldimand-Norfolk on the 
grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. That the Commission failed to give adequate attention and considera- 
tion to geographical, political and demographic factors when planning 
the redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion. 


2. That the Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the 
physical, economic and community of interest factors, thus making dif- 
ficult adequate representation in the Legislature. 
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3. That the Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the exist- 
ing electoral boundaries which have remained virtually unchanged, 
both provincially and federally since the formation of the Regional 
Municipality of Haldimand-Norfolk by the Province in 1974. The pro- 
posed boundaries are divisive. 


4. That the Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the 
representations made to the Commission during the public hearings in 
April, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham-Kent) 

James Bradley (St. Catharines) 

John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

Vincent Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) 
Robert Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 


20. Mr. Haggerty—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Erie on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the physical, social 
and economic cohesion of existing electoral boundaries, Welland South 
—Erie, and did not understand the question of community interest, rec- 
reational interest along the southern boundary of Lake Erie. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration when proposing 
to divide the City of Niagara Falls between the Electoral Boundaries of 
Niagara Falls and Erie Riding with respect to the varying conditions 
and requirements between urban and rural districts. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the average popula- 
tion quota (plus or minus 25%) as required by the June 16, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly, based on the average population. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the 3,500 house- 
holders not listed due to their citizenship living along the shoreline of 
Lake Erie who also require representation by the elected Member of 
Parliament. 
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5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Herbert Epp (Waterloo North) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Gordon I. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

David W. Smith (Lambton) 

Gregory Sorbara (York North) 

Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 


21. Mr. Mitchell—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Carleton on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


That the Commission failed to give adequate attention to all of the rep- 
resentations made to the Commission during the public sittings that 
were held in the month of May, 1984. 


And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

John Lane (Algoma-Manitoulin) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 
John M. Turner (Peterborough) 

Noble A. Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 





22. Mr. Elston—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Huron-Bruce on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission was insufficiently guided by the items which were set 
out in the Terms of Reference dated the 16 of June, 1983, and amended 
on the 30 of November, 1984, set out in the resolution as Items A to H in 
seting up the Electoral District of Huron-Bruce. 
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2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tion made to it to maintain the historic representation provided to repre- 
sent the rural constituencies in the Counties of Huron and Bruce in the 
past. 


3. The elimination of one riding in the Huron, Bruce, Grey and Middlesex 
area would seriously erode rural representation in the Legislative 
Assembly of Ontario. 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the Winter and Spring of 
1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 

James McGuigan (Kent-Elgin) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Hugh O’Neil (Quinte) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

David W. Smith (Lambton) 

Gregory Sorbara (York North) 

Larry South (Frontenac-Addington) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


23. Mr. McKessock—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to 
the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Grey on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. That the Commission failed to give adequate attention and considera- 
tion to geographical, political and demographic factors when planning 
the redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion. 


2. That the Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the 
physical, economic and community of interest factors, thus making dif- 
ficult adequate representation in the Legislature. The Commission 
changed the Riding from predominantly rural to predominantly urban. 


3. When four ridings were changed into three, the Commission failed to 
give adequate consideration to the value of rural representation to the 
Province, in upholding our basic industry, agriculture and tourism. 


od 


4. That the Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the 
representations made to the Commission during the public hearings in 
April, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 
Rick Ferraro (Wellington South) 
Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

James D. Henderson (Humber) 
Donald S. Knight (Halton-Burlington) 
Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
Gilles Morin (Carleton East) 

Jack Riddell (Huron-Middlesex) 
Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 
Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 


24. Mr. Ruprecht—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Parkdale on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) 
through (h) in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
that established the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly by amalgamating a distinct community found within the present 
Riding of Dovercourt. 


3. In particular, with respect to the proposal to separate the Northern sec- 
tions of the present boundaries from its Southern community, the Com- 
mission failed to recognize: 


(i) historical and existing municipal boundaries; 
(ii) the existing and traditional boundaries of Electoral Districts. 
4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 


section (f), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
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boundaries which serve to distinguish neighbourhood organizations. By 
amalgamating a large portion of Ward 4 with Ward 2 and displacing 
Wards 1 and 3 of the existing Riding it appears that the Commission 
failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on the Member 
of the Provincial Parliament for the Riding in question, thereby render- 
ing more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
James McGuigan (Kent-Elgin) 
Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
Gilles Morin (Carleton East) 

Lily Munro (Hamilton Centre) 
Hugh O’Neil (Quinte) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 
David W. Smith (Lambton) 

Joan Smith (London South) 
Gregory Sorbara (York North) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 





25. Mr. Stevenson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to 
the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Durham-York on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 





1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
community of interests amongst the Townships of Brock, Uxbridge, 
Georgina, East Gwillimbury and the Township of Scugog and the 
northern portion of the Township of Pickering, thereby ignoring the 
common distinctly agricultural nature of these communities and their 
common dependence on tourism and small businesses. 


2. The Commission failed to give sufficient consideration to the topograph- 
ical features of the riding; specifically the similar demands and needs of 
the communities along the shores of Lake Simcoe and Lake Scugog. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the ease of transpor- 
tation and communication, and the social and historic links arising from 
them, connecting the Township of Scugog and the northern areas of the 
Township of Pickering to the areas within the proposed constituency of 
York-Ontario. | 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the requirements 
regarding representation as between urban and rural Electoral Districts 
by including the predominantly rural Township of Scugog and the 
northern portions of the Township of Pickering with the mostly non-ru- 
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ral, non-agricultural areas to their south, thereby rendering more diffi- 
cult adequate representation of the people in the Legislature. 


5. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the population 
trends of the Township of Scugog and the northern portions of the 
Township of Pickering and their similarity to the population trends of 
the area included in the proposed Electoral Boundaries of York-Ontario 
and their dissimilarity to the population trends of the areas to their 
south. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie L. Eves (Parry Sound) 
Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 
Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 
Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 
Peter Partington (Brock) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 


26. Mr. Hayes—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Essex North on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Essex North. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the difficulty 
of representing a large number of individual communities. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing munici- 
pal boundaries. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 
Marion Bryden (Beaches-Woodbine) 

Dave Cooke (Windsor-Riverside) 

Ruth A. Grier (Lakeshore) 

Richard F. Johnston (Scarborough West) 
Floyd Laughren (Nickel Belt) 

Elie W. Martel (Sudbury East) 





Ss) 


Gilles Pouliot (Lake Nipigon) 
David Ramsay (Timiskaming) 
Melvin L. Swart (Welland-Thorold) 
Bud Wildman (Algoma) 





27. Mr. Allen—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
| 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
| sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
| ing the Electoral District of Hamilton West on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the physical, social 
and economic cohesion in many of the new proposed electoral districts 
and seemed to, and indeed did ignore the matter of community of inter- 
ests, thus making more difficult the just representation of the population 
in Parliament. 


2. By combining the western portion of Hamilton Mountain with the west- 

ern residential suburbs below the mountain, the Commission has delib- 

| erately ignored the radically distinct patterns of transport, social inter- 

| course, institutional development, etc., the escarpment has imposed, 

| and which will make service and representation of the riding much more 
| difficult. 


3. The Commission ignored the long standing practice in Hamilton of 

designing political boundaries of city wards and federal constituencies 
| } that respect the foregoing considerations, knowing from local experience 
their seriousness. 


) 4. The Commission ignored representations made to it on these grounds 
during the public hearings. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Dave Cooke (Windsor-Riverside) 

Jim Foulds (Port Arthur) — 

Evelyn Gigantes (Ottawa Centre) 

Tony Grande (Oakwood) 

Tony Lupusella (Dovercourt) 

Ross McClellan (Bellwoods) 

Karl Morin-Strom (Sault Ste. Marie) 

David Reville (Riverdale) 

Melvin L. Swart (Welland-Thorold) 

David W. Warner (Scarborough-Ellesmere) 


28. Mr. Morin—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
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ing the Electoral District of Carleton-East on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


tion to geographical, historic, political and demographic factors includ- 
ing the diversity of language interests, existing boundaries of municipal- 
ities and wards thereof and the physical and social cohesion of the 
riding. 


2. By removing the area bounded by the Queensway on the south, Blair 
Road on the east, Montreal Road on the north and St. Laurent Blvd. on 
the west, hereinafter referred to as the subject area, from the former 
boundaries of Carleton-East on the expressed grounds of enchancing the 
francophone interest in Ottawa-East, the Commission has failed to pre- 
serve the former mosaic of Carleton-East and has contributed towards 


1. That the Commission failed to give adequate attention and considera- 
creating a francophone enclave. 


topographical division created by St. Laurent Blvd. which at the mate- 
rial locations is a busy divided six lane thoroughfare separating the com- 
munities on either side. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the major 

4. The Commission failed to consider that the subject area, which is 
mostly within the City of Gloucester, has traditionally shared cultural 
and recreational facilities with the other residents of the City of Glouces- | 


ter residing in Carleton-East. 


5. In March, 1985, the Ontario Municipal Board divided the City of Glou- 
cester into wards. Those portions of the subject area within the bounda- 
ries of the City of Gloucester were placed in the Gloucester North Ward 
with other Gloucester communities to the east of the subject area. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 4 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. q 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: | q 


Robert Callahan (Brampton) 
David R. Cooke (Kitchener) 

Rick E. Ferraro (Wellington South) 
René Fontaine (Cochrane North) 
James D. Henderson (Humber) 
Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 
Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) 
Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 
Douglas Reycraft (Middlesex) 

Jack Riddell (Huron-Middlesex) 
David W. Smith (Lambton) 





29. Mr. Wrye—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
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sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Windsor-Sandwich on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
social or economic cohesion in many of the new electoral districts cre- 
ated and appeared to ignore and did ignore the question of unity and 
community interest and thereby rendering more difficult adequate rep- 
resentation of the people in the Legislative Assembly. 


2. The placement of an area south of Grand Marais Road, east of Domin- 
ion Boulevard, north of Cabana Road West and west of Dougall Ave- 
nue outside the boundaries of Windsor-Sandwich ignores the physical, 
social and economic cohesion of the core area of south Windsor and 
ignores community of interest. 


3. The Commission ignored the representations made to the Commission 
on behalf of the various individuals and groups, none of whom made 
proposals similar to the Commission’s proposals. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) 
Robert Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 
Jack Riddell (Huron-Middlesex) 

Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

John Sweeney (Kitchener-Wilmot) 
Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 


30. Mr. Bennett—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Ottawa South on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
special geographic considerations, regarding the northeastern boundary 
that will continue to remain a major artery (The Queensway) with the 
exception of a small portion of the riding of Ottawa South, a community 
known as Sandy Hill. This small community is separated from the rest 
of the riding by a ten-lane highway and would be better served to be 
part of the larger remain, known as the riding of Ottawa East. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the proposed southern boundaries. In leaving the southern boundary as 
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Walkley Road, two residential communities, mainly Riverside Park 
South and Hunt Club, will be represented by a Member whose main 
population base is in the adjacent City of Gloucester. Furthermore, 
these two communities, and more specifically, the southernmost posi- 
tion of the existing Riding of Ottawa South are totally integrated by 
means of joint community associations; City recreation facilities, com- 
munity newspapers and so on. This area should, in my opinion, remain 
within the boundaries of Ottawa South. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
Carleton University and the adjacent residential area being removed 
from the riding of Ottawa South. This facility and residential area 
should be kept together, however the community is very much a part of 
the same community existing on the east side of Bank Street, the pro- 
posed boundary, It would be detrimental to have this neighbourhood 
split in such a way and to be represented by two different Provincial 
Members. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Philip Andrewes (Lincoln) 

Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Leo Bernier (Kenora) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 

George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 

Bob Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


31. Mr. Davis—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Scarborough Centre on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the geographic, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion. 


2. By adding the area west of the C.N. tracks and west of Midland Ave- 
nue, the Commission has failed to take into account that the tracks form 
the natural boundary between the communities. 
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3. The Commission ignored the representations made to the Commission 
on behalf of various individuals and groups, none of whom made pro- 
posals similar to the Commission’s proposals. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 

David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Terry O’Connor (Oakville) 

Peter Partington (Brock) 

Jack Pierce (Rainy River) 

Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 


32. Mr. Ashe—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Durham Centre on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to heed the representations of the citizens of the 
Town of Whitby that the total municipality should remain intact. 


2. The Commission failed to recognize the community of interest built up 
within the Town of Whitby since the amalgamation of the former Town 
and the former Township of Whitby. 


3. The Commission failed to recognize existing boundaries of municipali- 
ties or wards thereof; The existing and traditional boundaries of elec- 
toral districts; both ommissions in direct conflict with the Commission’s 
terms of reference. 


4. The Commission failed to recognize that when the Region of Durham 
was formed in 1973 following an in depth planning and development 
study that the Town of Whitby as constituted was the only Municipality 
within the new region to not undergo a boundary change. This was an 
obvious recognition of the Town of Whitby-north and south-being an 
appropriate political entity. 


5. The current member for Durham West representing the Town of 
Whitby for the past eight years is very much aware of the community 
and the citizens therein. Said member has not heard of even one citizen 
in the community speaking in support of splitting the Town for Provin- 
cial Electoral purposes. 
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6. A Municipality must be split when it’s population is too large to be 
accommodated within the maximums of a Provincial Constituency. 
This is not the case with the Town of Whibty. 


It recommended, that the new Electoral District of Durham Centre 
comprise the complete Town of Whitby and a smaller unit of the City of 
Oshawa necessary to satisfy the normal population requirements. 


7. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Philip Andrewes (Lincoln) 
Claude Bennett (Ottawa South) 
Mike Breaugh (Oshawa) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 
Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 
Bob Runciman (Leeds) 

Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 
Ross Stevenson (Durham York) 


33. Mr. Riddell—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Huron-Middlesex on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. That the Commission was insufficiently guided by the items which were 
set out in the Terms of Reference dated the 16 of June, 1983, and 
amended on the 30 of November, 1984, set out in the resolution as Items 
A to H in setting up the Electoral District of Huron-Middlesex. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tion made to it to maintain the historic representation provided to repre- 
sent the rural constituencies in the Counties of Huron and Middlesex in 
the past. 


3. The elimination of one riding in the Huron, Bruce, Grey and Middlesex 
area would seriously erode rural Teen oe in the Legislative 
Assembly of Ontario. 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the Winter and Spring of 
1984. 
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5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

James McGuigan (Kent-Elgin) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

Ian G. Scott (St. David) 

Gregory Sorbara (York North) 

Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 
Bill Wrye (Windsor-Sandwich) 


Mr. Offer—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Mississauga North on the grounds set forth here- 
inafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 


geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that estab- 
lished the Commission. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 


the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by failing to recognize a distinct and separate community the former 
Town of Malton, with traditional organized neighbourhoods repre- 
sented by homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the 
existing Riding of Mississauga North. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 


munication as specified in Paragraph 6, Subsection (b), of the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area north of Pelton Avenue with 
the current Riding of Mississauga North. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 


features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influ- 
ence of existing major roadways, Highway No. 10 on the west and the 
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Queen Elizabeth Highway on the south, which have tended to serve as 
natural geographic barriers between communities of people. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of electoral districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative 
Assembly by existing the northern boundary of the Riding to the city 
limit, despite the fact that the current northern boundary, Eglinton 
Avenue or any configuration thereof between such and Burnhamthorpe 
Road East, represents a natural extension in comparison to existing 
ward boundaries, and preserves the physical, social and economic cohe- 
sion of the present electoral district. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham Kent) 

René Fontaine (Cochrane North) 

Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 
Bernard Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
James D. Henderson (Humber) 
Donald S. Knight (Halton-Burlington) 
Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) 
Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 
Douglas Reycraft (Middlesex) 

Ian G. Scott (St. David) 

Gregory Sorbara (York North) 


35. Mr. Shymko—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of High Park-Swansea on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the historical 
trend of the electoral boundary changes since the turn of the century of 
the former Electoral District of High Park to the present Electoral Dis- 
trict of High Park-Swansea which was always in a westerly direction, 
reflecting the demographic changes, the pattern and mobility of popula- 
tion trends, and preserving the commonality of an integral community. 
The proposed shift of the north eastern boundary in an easterly direction 
as outlined in the Commission’s revised proposal is a significant and 
unusual reversal of this historical trend. 


2. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the written and oral 
presentations made to the Commission during the public sittings that 
were held in Toronto on May 17, 1984 which supported the Commis- 
sion’s initial proposals (a) for the northern, western and southern bound- 
aries of the Electoral District of High Park-Swansea as accurately 
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reflecting the natural boundaries of the riding following St. Clair Ave- 
nue West and Dundas Street West to the Humber River and south to 
Lake Ontario, and (b) for keeping the existing north eastern boundary 
following the Canadian National and the Canadian Pacific Railway 
lines as an indisputable natural boundary. 


. In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 


munity interests of traditional organized neighbourhoods which histori- 
cally and socially have always been closely tied, sharing common local 
centres on both sides of Jane Street, Annette Street and Runnymede 
Road south of St. Clair Avenue West and their social, business, profes- 
sional, cultural recreational activities. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to and indeed did 


ignore the question of community of interest by extending the present 
north eastern boundary to include the area east of the CN-CP railway 
lines to Caledonia Road and the CN track south of St. Clair Avenue 
West and north of Bloor Street West. There is no common community 
of interests of High Park-Swansea and the residents of this northern 
area of the present Electoral District of Parkdale. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 


and geographic features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of 
the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discount- 
ing the existing CN-CP railways on the east and the Humber River on 
the west and the major arterial road of St. Clair Avenue West on the 
north which have tended to serve as natural boundaries between com- 
munities of people. The Commission has given precedence to such 
important natural boundaries over municipal boundaries as is reflected 
by the Commission’s initial as well as revised proposals affecting a num- 
ber of electoral districts within Metropolitan Toronto. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 


ditional boundaries of electoral districts when it extended the north east- 
ern boundary beyond its present natural geographic barrier (CN-CP 
railway lines) instead of extending the present north western boundary, 
as the Commission initially proposed in 1984, which represents a natu- 
ral extention to a natural topographical barrier (the Humber River) that 
would preserve and unify the physical, social and economic cohesion of 
an integral community within the present electoral district. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 


specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d), of the June 16, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly by reversing its original proposal for the 
northwestern boundary which would have increased the present popula- 
tion by 11,404 (1981 Census) in addition to expected future growth con- 
siderations of approximately 2,600 within 2 years in light of current 
major residential projects and a further potential of 10,000 within the 
next decade pending the development of the Stockyards district. 
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8. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 
Andrew S. Brandt (Sarnia) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
Robert G. Elgie (York East) 
Bud Gregory (Mississauga West) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 
John Turner (Peterborough) 


36. Mr. Mancini—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Essex South on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that estab- 
lished the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of Electoral Districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative 
Assembly by dividing the Essex South Riding east and west instead of 
the traditional north and south. 


3. The Commission failed to appreciate that the Essex South Riding has 
been virtually the same for over 100 years. The Commission failed to 
give consideration to the fact that in Essex County the wardens are elec- 
ted on a north-south basis and this restricting pattern reinforces the pro- 
vincial electoral boundaries. 





4. The elimination of one riding in the Windsor and Essex County area 
erodes rural representation in the Legislative Assembly of Ontario. 


5. The Commission unfairly places Leamington, the largest urban centre ( 
in Essex County, in a Kent County constituency. i 


6. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
family, economic and community of interest factors. 





45 


7. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 
Bob Callahan (Brampton) 

Sean Conway (Renfrew North) 

Joseph Cordiano (Downsview) 

Alvin Curling (Scarborough North) 
Herb Epp (Waterloo North) 

René Fontaine (Cochrane-North) 

Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 

Bernard Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 

John Lane (Algoma-Manitoulin) 

Ian Scott (St. David) 

David Smith (Lambton) 

David Warner (Scarborough-Ellesmere) 


46 
QUESTIONS 


(Questions are to appear on the day after they are tabled and on every 

subsequent day in the week they are tabled and then subsequently only on each 

Monday until an Answer (other than an Interim Answer) is tabled. A question 
tabled on a Friday will appear on each day of the following week.) 


5. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information on Ontario Government employees for every Ministry 
in Government: 1. Ministry. 2. Number of classified employees. 3. Number 
of classified employees who are of visible minority origin. 4. Position held in 
the ministry by each of the employees who are of visible minority origin. 
June 17, 1985. ; 


6. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information on Ontario Government part-time and contract 
employees (unclassified) for every Ministry in Government: 1. Ministry. 2. 
Number of unclassified employees. 3. Number of classified employees who 
are of visible minority origin. 4. Position held in ministry by each unclassi- 
fied employee of visible minority origin. June 17, 1985. 


7. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information on the 3,900 appointed positions with the 700 agen- 
cies, boards and commissions responsible to the Ontario Government. Will 
the Minister prepare the data under the following heading: 1. Name of 
agency, board and commission. 2. No. of appointed positions for each agen- 
cy, board and commission. 3. No. of appointed positions for each agency, 
board and commission who are of visible minority origin. 4. Position held 
by the appointed persons for each agency, board and commission, of per- 
sons who are of visible minority origin. June 17, 1985. 


8. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table a 
summary of the third language skills on Ontario Government employees, 
under the heading: 1. Ministry. 2. No. of classified employees. 3. No. of full 
time employees that speak one third language. 4. No. of full time employees 
that speak 2 to 5 languages other than English and French. 5. Position held 
in the ministry by each of the employees fluent in a third language. 6. Total 
number of third languages spoken in the Ministry. Will the Minister provide 
the information for every ministry in government. June 17, 1985. 


9. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table a 
summary of the third language skills on Ontario Government employees, 
under the heading: 1. Ministry. 2. No. of classified employees. 3. No. of 
unclassified employees that speak a third language. 4. Number of unclassi- 
fied employees that speak 2 to 5 languages other than English and French. 
5. Position held in the ministry by each of the employees fluent in a third 
language. 6. Total number of third languages spoken in the Ministry. Will 
the Minister provide the information for every ministry in government. 
June 17, 1985. 
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10. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table a 
summary of the third language skills of the 3,900 appointed positions with 
the 700 agencies, boards and commissions responsible to the Ontario Gov- 
ernment. Will the Minister prepare the information under the following 
headings: a) Persons who speak on third language. b) Persons who speak 2-5 
languages other than English and French. c) Position held. June 17, 1985. 


11. Myr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible inform 
the House whether or not the four recommendations made by the Ontario 
Advisory Council on Multiculturalism and Citizenship in its report of Feb- 
ruary 1982, titled “Task Force on Equal Opportunity” were accepted, 
namely: 1. (a) that the Government of Ontario adopt the principle of equal 
opportunity in the selection process to ensure that in appointments to public 
agencies, candidates can adequately reflect the multicultural and multi- 
racial diversity of Ontario; (b) that the Government of Ontario assess and 

“review the criteria for appointments, the selection process and composition 
of the public agencies in Ontario; 2. (a) that the inventory of residents of 
Ontario who are qualified to serve on public agencies be expanded to ade- 
quately reflect the: multicultural diversity of our population; (b) that the 
Government of Ontario encourage the ethnic groups to suggest candidates 
from their respective communities who could be considered for inclusion in 

* the inventory; 3. (a) the Government of Ontario announce all vacancies in 
the public agencies; (b) that these vacancies be publicized in such a way to 
ensure that this information reaches all socio-economic levels of Ontario 
society; (c) that the Government of Ontario publicize vacancies in the ethnic 
media to ensure that qualified members of the ethnocultural communities 
are aware of the existence of such vacancies in the public agencies; 4. That 
the Premier and Government of Ontario in their appointment policy con- 
sider the principle of equitable representation based on merit and qualifica- 
tions reflecting the ethnic composition of Ontario society in all public agen- 
cies, councils, boards and commissions that come under government 
jurisdiction. Will the Minister indicate what specific actions have been 
taken to implement the above recommendations. June 17, 1985. 


12. Myr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the 6/49 Lottery: a) Number of tickets sold 
for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) The 
amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the Treas- 
ury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid out in 
prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or retained 
by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) The 
amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. f) 
The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by 6/49 in the 1982 fiscal year, which was 
not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. June 17, 
1985. 


13. Myr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Lottario Lottery: a) Number of tickets 
sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) The 
amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the Treas- 
ury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid out in 
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prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or retained 
by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) The 
amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. f) 
The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by Lottario in the 1982 fiscal year, which 
was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 


14. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Super Loto Lottery: a) Number of tick- 
ets sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the 
Treasury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid 
out in prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or 
retained by the distributors on a monthly basis for the-4083. fiscal year. e) 
The amount of dollars distributed in capital grants.for fhe" 4983 fiscal year. 
f) The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiséal Year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottegy in the 1982 fiscal ‘year, 
which was not distributed in capital or non- -capital srantsn that en year. 
June 17, 1985. ie x fei 
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15. Myr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister reeooustlnnete the 
following information regarding the Wintario Lottery: ‘a) Number of tickets 
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amount of dollars generated by this Lottery ona Arar ete to the Treas- 
ury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid out in 
prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or retained 
by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) The 
amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. f) 
The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Wintario in the 1982 fiscal year, 
which was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 





16. Myr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Provincial Lottery: a) Number of tick- 
ets sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the 
Treasury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid : 
out in prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or 
retained by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) _ 
The amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. | 
f) The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) | 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery in the 1982 fiscal year, . 
which was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 
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14. 


15. 


16. 


a 
GOVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS 


Second Reading Bill 1, An Act to revise the Family Law Reform Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 3, An Act respecting Actions arising from Transboundary 


Pollution between Ontario and reciprocating Jurisdictions. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 7, An Act to amend certain Ontario Statutes to conform 
to section 15 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 8, An Act to amend certain Ontario Statutes to conform 
to section 6 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 9, An Act to establish the Ministry of Skills Development. 
Mr. Gillies. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 11, An Act to revise the Change of Name Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 12, An Act to amend the Children’s Law Reform Act. 
Mr. Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 13, An Act to amend the Vital Statistics Act. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 14, An Act respecting the Enforcement of Support and 
Custody Orders. Mr. Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 15, An Act to amend the Creditors’ Relief Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 16, An Act to amend the Public Commercial Vehicles 
Act. Mr. McCague. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 17, An Act to amend the Highway Traffic Act. Mr. 
McCague. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 18, An Act to amend the Off-Road Vehicles Act, 1983. 
Mr. McCague. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 22, An Act to amend certain Acts representing Regional 
Municipalities. Myr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 23, An Act to amend certain Acts in relation to Line 
Fences. Mr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 24, An Act to amend the Regional Municipality of 
Hamilton-Wentworth Act. Mr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 
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19. 
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Second Reading Bill 25, An Act to amend the District Municipality of 
Muskoka Act. Mr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 26, An Act to amend the Municipality of Metropolitan 
Toronto Act. Mr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 27, An Act to amend the Municipal Elections Act. Mr. 
Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 28, An Act to amend the Education Act. Mr. Grossman. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 29, An Act to revise the Mining Act. Myr. Harris. 
PRINTED. 


22. 


aS. 


24. 


Dos 


26. 


oYk 


ZS: 


SN, 


30. 


4 
PRIVATE MEMBERS’ PUBLIC BILLS AND ORDERS 


Second Reading Bill 2, An Act to amend the Human Tissue Gift Act. Myr. 
Van Horne. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 4, An Act respecting Advertising by Governmental 
Organizations. Mr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 5, An Act to amend the Election Finances Reform Act. 
Mr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 6, An Act respecting the Rights of Non-Unionized 
Workers. Mr. Haggerty. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 10, An Act to amend the Labour Relations Act. Mr. 
Haggerty. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 19, An Act to relieve Persons from Liability in respect of 
voluntary Emergency Medical and First Aid Services. Mr. Haggerty. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 20, An Act to ensure the Regeneration and Reforestation 
of Forests in Ontario. Mr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 21, An Act to amend the Animals for Research Act. Mr. 
Philip. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 31, An Act to amend the Homes for the Aged and Rest 
Homes Act. Myr. Warner. PRINTED. 





NOTICES 
GOVERNMENT MOTIONS 


2. Mr. Peterson—Resolution—That the Government enjoys the confidence of the 
House. 


3. Mr. Nixon—Resolution—That, due to the interruption of the consideration of 
Private Bill legislation as a result of the dissolution of the Thirty-second Par- 
liament, the applications for private legislation relating to Bill Pr10, An Act 
respecting the City of Niagara Falls, and Bill Pr41, An Act respecting the 
City of Hamilton, be considered during the present Session without payment 
of further application fees, without publishing further notices of application 
and without lodging further declarations proving publication; and, that the 
application for private legislation relating to Bill Pr46, An Act respecting the 
Brockville Rowing Club Inc., be considered during the present Session fol- 
lowing publication of further notice of the application and lodging further 
declarations proving publications, but without payment of a further appli- 
cation fee. 
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PRIVATE MEMBERS’ MOTIONS 


1. Mr. Johnston (Scarborough West)—Resolution—That in the opinion of this 
House, the Province of Ontario, Canada, should declare itself a Nuclear 
Arms Free Zone, and the Government should prohibit the deployment of 
nuclear weapons in Ontario, the testing of nuclear weapons and associated 
equipment in the Province, the construction of nuclear weapons and associ- 
ated equipment, the transport of nuclear weapons and associated equipment 
through and within the Province, and the export of goods and materials for 
use in the construction and deployment of nuclear arms. In addition, the 
Province should encourage cities, provinces and states throughout the world 
to initiate similar action. 


2. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
access to health care treatment and facilities should be a right and not a priv- 
ilege, and should not be subject to geographic or economic barriers, the Gov- 
ernment of Ontario should incorporate as a fully-insured service under 
OHIP the cost of medically necessary travel, as determined by a qualified 
physician, in excess of 200 miles; and further that the Government should 
begin by instituting such coverage for residents of Northern Ontario (that is 
for those living in the Territorial Districts north of the French River) within 
six months of the passage of this resolution and that coverage for the rest of 
the province be phased in over a four-year period; and further that in the 
case of a child needing such medically necessary travel, the Government give 
consideration to covering the costs of travel for one parent or guardian of 
such a child. 


3. Mr. Warner—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, considering the 
continuing Turkish occupation of Cyprus and the unknown fate of 2,000 
missing Cypriots, the Government of Ontario should express concern about 
the continuing illegal Turkish colonization of Cyprus, and the latest seces- 
sionist movement of the Denktash regime, by: (1) urging the Government of 
Canada to support measures for the implementation of the U.N. resolutions 
on Cyprus; (2) calling upon the Turkish Government to provide immediate 
information on the missing Cypriots which according to indisputable evi- 
dence are held by Turkish authorities contrary to international law; (3) call- 
ing upon the Turkish Government to respect the human rights provision of 
the Helsinki accord, especially in regards to Cyprus; (4) calling upon the 
Turkish Government to cease immediately further colonization of Cyprus 
and to withdraw all illegal colonists, transplanted with a view to changing 
the demographic nature of the Island; (5) condemning the new secessionist 
movement of the so-called “Federated State of Northern Cyprus”; and (6) 
calling upon the Government of Canada to cease further negotiations with 
the Turkish Government on the sale of a nuclear reactor, until the latter 
complies with the U.N. resolutions on Cyprus and shows a respect for inter- 
national law. 


4. Ms. Bryden—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
part-time workers in both the public and private sector are discriminated 
against by the denial of many benefits and rights provided to other workers 
in the same establishment, a Charter of Rights for Part-Time Workers be 
added to both the Employment Standards Act and the Labour Relations Act 
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to provide pro rata benefits and collective bargaining rights to such workers 
and that they be made eligible for severance pay and retraining and readjust- 
ment programs provided for other workers displaced by technological 
change in the same establishment. 


5. Mr. Epp—Resolution—That this House authorizes that a Proclamation be 
issued by the Governor General under the Great Seal of Canada amending 
Section 7 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms to read as 
follows: 


7. Everyone has the right to life, liberty, security of the person and enjoy- 
ment of property and the right not be deprived thereof except in accord- 
ance with the principles of fundamental justice, 


and urges that the Senate and House of Commons and the Legislative 
Assemblies of the other provinces do likewise. 


7. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Federal Con- 
servative government has, by eliminating full inflation protection for Cana- 
dian pensioners, imposed unfair hardships on those least able to protect 
themselves; and therefore, this House condemns as arbitrary and _ill- 
conceived the budget of Michael Wilson which takes money out of the pock- 
ets of pensioners while providing more tax giveaways to the wealthy; 
strongly calls upon the Government of Canada to abandon its intention to 
de-index pensions and urges the Government of Ontario to make the strong- 
est possible representation to the Government of Canada to re-affirm the 
Federal Conservative government’s election promise to protect Canadian 
pensioners. 


8. Mr. Morin-Strom—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Fed- 
eral Conservative government has favoured business and the rich at the 
expense of the economically disadvantaged, particularly pensioners, and 
considering Finance Minister Michael Wilson statement that Canada has 
‘an acute shortage of rich people,” this House condemns the federal budget 
of Michael Wilson that focuses on more tax breaks for the wealthy rather 
than providing decent pensions for elderly and more employment opportuni- 
ties for the unemployed poor, and that the Canadian government should rec- 
ognize that our problem is too many poor people, not too few rich people. 


9. Mr. Ramsay—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Minister of 
Agriculture and Food should introduce legislation to: 


(1) establish a debt review agency to referee financial disputes between 
farmers and banks or other lending institutions and that not less than 
50% of the members of the agency should be farmers and that the 
agency would deal with short-term debts other than mortgages and 
would be empowered to make binding decisions subject only to appeal 
to the judge of the local court; 


(2) provide a moratorium on all farm bankruptcies and foreclosures of 
mortgages on farm lands and buildings except where an exemption is 
approved by a judge and on application by a mortgagee (lendor) the 
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judge may grant leave for foreclosure or commencement of bankruptcy 
proceedings or, alternatively, may postpone any forfeiture for such time 
and subject to such conditions as he thinks fit. 
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MOTIONS RELATING TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE REPORT 
UPON THE REDISTRIBUTION OF ONTARIO INTO ELECTORAL 


Le 


pie 


DISTRICTS 


Mr. Yakabuski—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to 
the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew South on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


i 


The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Renfrew South 
which have existed since 1867. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the question of 


the ease of transportation and communication within the larger pro- 
posed Electoral District of Renfrew, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in the Assembly. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to and indeed did 


ignore the question of community of interest. Historically and socially, 
the residents of Renfrew South have never been closely tied or had a 
common community of interest with the residents of Renfrew North. 
Further, the Townships of Bagot and Blithfield, McNab and West 
Carleton, the Village Braeside and the Town of Arnprior have always 
had close ties with the other municipalities within the Electoral District 
of Renfrew South. 


. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to written repre- 


sentations or to oral representations made to the Commission during the 
public sittings that were held in Ottawa in May, 1984. 


. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the population quota in 


determining boundaries for the proposed Electoral District of Renfrew. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 

Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 

Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

John Turner (Peterborough) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 
Doug Wiseman (Lanark) 


Mr. Gregory—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
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visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Mississauga East on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that estab- 
lished the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a) of the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating a distinct and separate community, the former Town 
of Malton, with traditional organized neighbourhoods represented by 
homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the existing 
Riding of Mississauga East. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area north of Eglinton Avenue with 
the current Riding of Mississauga East. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the. topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16, 1983 
Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influence of 
existing major roadways, Highway No. 10 on the west and the Queen 
Elizabeth Highway on the south, which have tended to serve as natural 
geographic barriers between communities of people. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d) of the June 16, 1983 Resolution 
of the Legislative Assembly by combining the northern portion of the 
City of Mississauga, an area expected to experience growth in popula- 
tion with an existing riding where population growth is expected to be, 
at the most, minimal. In so doing the Commission has placed Missis- 
sauga East Riding within the upper range of the population guidelines 
established by the Commission foregoing expected future growth consid- 
erations. 


6. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f) of the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
boundaries which serve to separate and distinguish neighbourhood 
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organizations. By amalgaming a large portion of Ward 5 with Ward 3 
and displacing Wards 4 and 7 of the existing Riding, it appears that the 
Commission failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on 
the Member of the Provincial Parliament for the Riding in question, 
thereby rendering more difficult adequate representation of the people 
in Parliament. 


7. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of electoral districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g) of the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly by existing the northern boundary of the Riding to the city limit, 
despite the fact that the current northern boundary, Eglinton Avenue or 
any configuration thereof between such and Burnhamthorpe Road East, 
represents a natural extension in comparison to existing ward bounda- 
ries, and preserves the physical, social and economic cohesion of the 
present electoral district. 


8. The Commission failed to give due consideration to special geographic 
considerations, including the accessibility of such regions or the size or 
shape thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (h) of the June 16, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by increasing the size of the 
riding in north-south terms and reducing the riding east-west com- 
munity links and adding a community at the north end separated from 
the rest of the riding by the Pearson International Airport and Highway 
No. 401. 


At the same time, the Commission failed to facilitate the need for ease of 
transportation and communication, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 





9. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 
Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 
Leo Bernier (Kenora) 
Gordon Dean (Wentworth) © 
Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 
Susan Fish (St. George) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 
Robert Runciman (Leeds) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 





3. Mr. Pollock—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Hastings-Peterborough on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 
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1. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
economic and community of interest factors, thus making difficult ade- 
quate representation in the Legislature. 


2. By removing four municipalities from south Hastings (Thurlow, Tyen- 
dinaga, Tyendinaga Indian Reserve and Deseronto) the Commission 
ignored the geography of the region in that these municipalities are sepa- 
rated from Prince Edward-Lennox by the Bay of Quinte. Historically 
these municipalities have always been part of the former Hastings rid- 
ings prior to the enlargement to Hastings-Peterborough. As to com- 
munity of interests, all municipalities except the Reserve have repre- 
sentation in Hastings County Council and Hastings County Board of 
Education. The Moira River Conservation Authority covers all of this 
area. Provincial Government offices in Belleville and Stirling, rather 
than Picton serve these municipalities. Telephone access from each of 
these municipalities to the county seat and to each other is without 
charge. Population is increasing due to proximity to the City of Belle- 
ville. 


3. By adding a portion of the City of Peterborough the Commission failed 
to consider community of interests. Hastings-Peterborough is a large 
rural constituency, composed of small villages and townships. Another 
township and village such as Lakefield, would reduce the pressure on 
the Peterborough Riding while preserving common interests. 


4. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to representa- 
tions made to it during public hearings in May, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the Act in question. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Terry O’Connor (Oakville) 

Peter Partington (Brock) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


4. Mr. Conway—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew North on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: : 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province of Ontario. 
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2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tions made to it with respect to the difficulty which would be experi- 
enced by those residents in areas such as Chalk River, Deep River and 
Stonecliffe if they were to be aligned with the new riding of Parry 
Sound-Nipissing-Renfrew. Residents in these and other rural areas in 
Renfrew North would be further disadvantaged because of geographic 
location if they were to be realigned and would be without the kind of 
representation in the Legislature to which they are entitled. 


3. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to both written 
and oral presentations made to it during the public hearings in Ottawa 
in the month of May, 1984. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Jim Bradley (St. Catharines) 

Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Herbert A. Epp (Waterloo North) 
Barnard Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Raymond L. Haggerty (Erie) 

Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 
Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Gordon D. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Robert F. Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 
Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 
Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 

Jack Riddell (Huron Middlesex) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 

Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

John Sweeney (Kitchener-Wilmot) 
Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 


5. Mr. McLean—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Simcoe East on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the geographic and 
topographical factors when planning the redistribution of this electoral 
boundary in the Province. By ignoring these natural factors, the means 
of communication and accessibility is hampered and thereby rendering 
more difficult adequate representation of the people in the Provincial 
Parliament. As currently proposed, the representative would have to 
travel through the Electoral District of Muskoka in order to reach the 
new parts of the District. These factors are specifically provided for in 
the Terms of Reference established by the House. 
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2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the traditional and 
historical significance felt by both the Town of Midland and the City of 
Orillia after having shared one hundred and five years together in the 
same Electoral District. Existing and traditional boundaries are specifi- 
cally provided for in the Terms of Reference established by the House. 


3. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Reuben C. Baetz (Ottawa West) 

Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

W. Donald Cousens (York Centre) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 
Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 
Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings Peterborough) 
W. Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


6. Mr. Brandt—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Sarnia on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the geographic, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion; 


2. In particular, with respect to the proposal to split the Township of Sar- 
nia between the ridings of Sarnia and Lambton, the Commission failed 
to recognize: 


(i) historical and existing municipal boundaries; 
(ii) the existing and traditional boundaries of Electoral Districts; and 


(iii) the varying conditions and requirements regarding representation 
as between urban and rural Electoral Districts. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to maintaining 
the historic, geographic and demographic linkages, both within the 
Township of Sarnia, and as an integral part of the present riding of 
Sarnia; 
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4. 
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The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the course of the Public 
Hearings; 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the intent and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Robert Elgie (York East) 

Susan Fish (St. George) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
Alan Pope (Cochrane South) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


7. Mr. Barlow—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Cambridge on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 
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The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
electoral boundaries which have remained virtually unchanged, both 
provincially and federally, since 1867. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the importance of 


North Dumfries being geographically located within the Regional 
Municipality of Waterloo and has failed to recognize that the residents 
pay part of the their municipal taxes to the Region and their school taxes 
to either the Waterloo County Board of Education or the Waterloo 
County Separate School Board. 


. The Commission failed to recognize that the removal of part of North 


Dumfries from the Cambridge Riding would, in fact remove the rights 
of the residents of that part of North Dumfries from representation in 
the Provincial Legislature by a member who is also a resident of the 
Regional Municipality of Waterloo. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the population 


trends of North Dumfries, which has remained stable, at less than 5,000 
for many years. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the changing popu- 


lation trends in the balance of the Regional Municipality of Waterloo 
and failed to recognize that by 1991, the next census year, the Region 
will have sufficient population to require an additional provincial Rid- 
ing at which time North Dumfries will be moved to yet another Elec- 
toral District. 
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6. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the average popula- 
tion quota (plus or minus 25%) as required by the June 16, 1983 Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly. Based on the average population of the 
66,347 both Cambridge and Brant-Haldimand would be within the 
quota regardless of which Riding North Dumfries was located in. 


7. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 

Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Allan McLean (Simcoe East) 

Jack Pierce (Rainy River) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 


8. Mr. Henderson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to 
the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Etobicoke East on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the traditional 
and historic community of Humber and failed to respect the historic 
bonds linking the people on the western bank of the Humber River. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the cultural 
and ethnic links uniting the people west of Islington Avenue with the 
Electoral District of Etobicoke West, and thereby forced an artificial 
juxtaposition of those neighbourhoods with the community of Humber 
thereby compromising adequate representation in the Assembly. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the cultural 
and ethnic links between the people of the area bounded by Eglinton 
Avenue on the south, and the Macdonald-Cartier Freeway on the north- 
west, those neighbourhoods being more appropriately linked with the 
parts of the Electoral District of Etobicoke East which lie north of 
Eglinton Avenue. The ethnic, religious and cultural nature of the area 
of Etobicoke lying north of Eglinton Avenue is homogeneous, and exist- 
ing cultural, neighbourhood, and transportation links render this area 
very much a unit in terms of appropriate continuity of Assembly repre- 
sentation. : 


4. The Commission may have given too much emphasis to population quo- 
tas in determing boundaries for the southerly electoral districts in Etobi- 
coke. 
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And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Gordon I. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 
Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

Larry South (Frontenac-Addington) 


9. Mr. Cooke (Windsor-Riverside)—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the 
House of November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an 
objection to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries 
Commission respecting the Electoral District of Windsor-Riverside on the 
grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. 


The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the physical, social 
and economic cohesion in many of the proposed electoral districts and 
seemed to, and indeed did ignore the matter of community of interests, 
thus making more difficult the adequate representation of the people in 
the Legislative Assembly. 


. By removing the area south of the CNR tracks, and north of Tecumseh 


Road between Walker Road and Norman Road while leaving in the 
area between the Detroit River and the CNR tracks and the area south 
of Tecumseh Road. To do this ignores physical, social and economic 
cohesion and ignores community of interest. 


. The Commission ignored the representations made to the Commission 


on behalf of various individuals and groups, none of whom made pro- 
posals similar to the Commission’s proposals. 


And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Richard Allen (Hamilton West) 
Michael J. Breaugh (Oshawa) 


- Brian A. Charlton (Hamilton Mountain) 


Jim Foulds (Port Arthur) 

Evelyn Gigantes (Ottawa Centre) 
Floyd Laughren (Nickel Belt) 
Bob Mackenzie (Hamilton East) 
Elie W. Martel (Sudbury East) 
Ross McClellan (Bellwoods) 
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10. Mr. Jackson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Burlington South on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Burlington South 
which have existed since 1874. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Region of Halton, fac- 
tors which are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) 
through (h), in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly that established the Commission. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating a district and separate community, the Riding of Oak- 
ville South, with a traditional organized neighbourhood represented by 
the East Burlington Ratepayers Association, known as Ward 8, con- 
tained in the Riding of Burlington South. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
boundaries which serve to separate and distinguish neighbourhood 
organizations. By amalgamating Ward 8 of the existing Burlington 
South Riding with the new Riding of Oakville South the -Commission 
failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on the members 
of the Provincial Parliament for the Oakville South Riding, thereby ren- 
dering more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parlia- 
ment. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication by failing to recognize the absence of any significant com- 
munications that exist between and in any way unite the area known as 
Ward 8 currently in Burlington South and proposed by the Commission 
for inclusion with Oakville South, thereby rendering more difficult ade- 
quate representation of the people in Parliament. 


6. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the specific boundary 
lines as suggested by the Four-district Plan submitted by the Regional 
Municipality of Halton in determing boundaries for the proposed Elec- 
toral District of Burlington South. 


7. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the population quota in 
determining boundaries for the proposed Electoral District of Burling- 
ton South. 
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8. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


William C. Davis (Scarborough Centre) 
Robert Elgie (York East) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew St. Patrick) 
Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
Allan McLean (Simcoe East) 

Terrance P. O’Connor (Oakville) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Earl W. Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 


11. Mr. Timbrell—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Don Mills on the grounds set forth herein- 


after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community and diversity of interests, the existing and traditional 
boundaries of the Electoral District, the special geographic considera- 
tions, and the accessibility, size and shape of the Electoral District of 
Don Mills by annexing that portion of Don Mills riding that lies north of 
Lawrence Avenue to the Electoral District of York Mills. 


The area in question, bordered by Lawrence Avenue East on the south, 
Leslie Street on the west, York Mills Road on the north, and the Don 
River on the east, should remain in the Electoral District of Don Mills 
for the following reasons: 


(a) The original Don Mills community comprised the four neighbour- 


(b 


(c 


— 


— 


hoods focussed on the intersection of Don Mills Road and Law- 
rence Avenue East. This area is still the heart of Don Mills, and 
the area above Lawrence Avenue East is a vital component of this 
long established community. To divide the Electoral District along 
Lawrence Avenue East would be contrary to the Commission 
Guideline (g), violating the traditional boundaries of Electoral Dis- 
tricts, that is, the current boundary. 


Removing the area north of Lawrence Avenue East would divide 
the area tributary to Don Mills Junior High School and Don Mills 
Collegiate. It would also split, in half, the area represented by the 
Don Mills Residents Association, another indicator of the com- 
munity identity, and thereby violate Guideline (a), of the Commis- 
sion, by failing to take into account community of interests. 


The dividing of the Don Mills Community is contrary to the spirit 
of the Commission Guideline (f), which is to heed the existing 
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boundaries of the municipal ward boundary, that is, Ward 10 of 
the City of North York, which is clearly focussed on the intersec- 
tion of Lawrence Avenue East and Don Mills Road. This is sup- 
ported by the fact that for municipal planning purposes, the City 
of North York includes the areas both north and south of Law- 
rence Avenue East into the “Don Mills Community”. 


(d) Commission Guideline (h) is also brought into question here as the 
community of Don Mills is focussed on the intersection of Law- 
rence Avenue East and Don Mills Road, rather than divided by 
this landmark. The proposed boundary is blatantly contrary to the 
accessibility, size and shape of the community of Don Mills. 


2. The proposed electoral boundary in the south end of the Electoral Dis- 
trict of Don Mills is another example of the Commission’s failure to fol- 
low the guidelines established by the House. 


Objection is made to this boundary, which effectively severs the area 
bounded by Woodbine Avenue on the west, Taylor Creek park on the 
north, Chisholm Avenue on the east, and Lumsden Avenue on the 
south. The grounds for this objection are that the proposed boundary is 
contrary to both Guidelines (a) and (f). This community is known as the 
“Cedarvale Area” of the Borough of East York, and is focussed on the 
community facilities available at the corner of Cosburn and Cedarvale 
Avenues; namely the Stan Wadlow Clubhouse, the East York Curling 
Club, the Memorial Arena, the Kiwanis swimming pool, and Parkside 
Public School, all of which are located adjacent to that intersection. To 
cut this neighbourhood in half as proposed would be to confuse the elec- 
torate of the “Cedarvale Community” as to which Electoral District they 
belong, and is contrary to Guidelines (a) and (g). 


Moreover, the proposed southern boundary is even contrary to Guide- 
line (f), as it does not follow the new municipal ward boundaries 
between Wards 1 and 2 of the Borough of East York. The Commission 
should maintain the existing southern boundary running from the inter- 
section of Woodbine Avenue and O’Connor Drive, to the corner of 
Wakewood Street and Victoria Park Avenue. Barring this, the Commis- 
sion should change the proposed boundary to run from the intersection 
of Woodbine Avenue and O’Connor Drive through Taylor Creek Park, 
all the way to Dawes Road and then south along Dawes Road to the 
City limits, similar to the proposed southern projection down Cedarvale 
Avenue. This would then be in agreement with the Guidelines (a), (g), 
and (f) cited earlier, and it would follow the recently approved new 
municipal ward boundaries. 


3. Finally, objection is made to the Commission’s proposed boundary at 
the top north-west corner of Don Mills Riding. Although there have 
been no changes from the existing boundaries, it is recommended that 
the area south of the west-branch of the Don River, east of the City of 
Toronto boundary, and north of Lawrence Avenue East, should be 
included in the Electoral District of Don Mills. This very small area rep- 
resents only about five small streets which lie within the municipality of 
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the City of North York, and is considered to be part of the “Lawrence 
Park Community” of North York (the majority of which already lies in 
the Electoral District of Don Mills). The basis for this argument lies in 
Guidelines (a) and (h), since the residents of this community consider 
themselves as part of the Lawrence Park neighbourhood of North York, 
as well as the fact that accessibility to this area is through the Electoral 
District of Don Mills (that is, Lawrence Avenue East and Mildenhall 
Road). By adding this small community to Don Mills Riding, the Com- 
mission would be eliminating a small and unnecessary quirk in the elec- 
toral boundaries and thereby would be maintaining the community 
interest. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

Ernie L. Eves (Parry Sound) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 

Allan K. McLean (Simcoe East) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Alan W. Pope (Cochrane South) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 


12. Mr. Eves—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Parry Sound-Nipissing-Renfrew on the grounds 
set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission did not give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that estab- 
lished the Commission. 


2. The Commission did not fully take into account the community or div- 
ersity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (a), of the June 
16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by amalgamating four 
organized municipalities from the County of Renfrew in particular, as 

well as a large portion of the District of Nipissing, with the existing Rid- 
ing of Parry Sound. 


3. The Commission needs to look more closely at the means of communica- 
tion as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of the June 16, 1983, 
Resolution of the Legislative Assembly as there is an absence of any sig- 
nificant shared means of communication (most specifically, newspapers) 
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that exist between and, in any way unite the affected municipalities in 
the County of Renfrew and the current Riding of Parry Sound. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (c), of the June 16, 1983, 
Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influences of 
Algonquin Park and the Ottawa River Valley which serve to separate 
and distinguish the municipalities in the County of Renfrew from organ- 
ized municipalities in the Districts of Parry Sound and Nipissing, result- 
ing in an Eastern Ontario orientation for municipalities located along 
the Ottawa River that is distinct from the Northern orientation that has 
characterized the Riding of Parry Sound since its creation exactly one 
hundred years ago. 


. The Commission did not look closely enough at population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d), of the June 16, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly in increasing the number of organized 
municipalities in the proposed Riding of Parry Sound-Nipissing-Ren- 
frew to forty from thirty-five. Currently, the riding encompasses more 
organized municipalities than any of the other 124 Provincial Electoral 
districts. At the same time, it appears that the Commission should look 
more carefully at the demands placed on the Member of the Provincial 
Parliament for the riding in question by the estimated 50,000 seasonal 
(summer) residents of the District of Parry Sound, thereby rendering 
more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


. The Commission did not give sufficient weight to the varying conditions 
and requirements regarding representation as between urban and rural 
Electoral Districts as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (e), of the 
June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by significantly 
expanding the size of one of the Province’s rural ridings and thus contri- 
buting to a decline in the level of rural representation in the Legislative 
Assembly to less than 22 per cent of the Province’s electoral districts. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of Electoral Districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative 
Assembly by extending the eastern boundary of the riding to the County 
of Renfrew and the Ottawa River despite the fact that the current east- 
ern boundary has been in place for almost twenty years and represents 
the most easterly extension of Parry Sound’s boundaries in the one hun- 
dred year history of the riding. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to special geographic 
considerations, including the accessibility of such regions or the size or 
shape thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (h), of the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by increasing the size of 
one of the Province’s largest ridings and in so doing, intensifying the 
already exorbitant time and travel demands associated with the repre- 
sentation of this riding. In order to travel from one of the western-most 
population centres, Parry Sound to the proposed eastern-most popula- 
tion centres, Deep River or Chalk River, travel time of at least four 
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hours is required, rendering more difficult adequate representation of 
the people in Parliament. 


9. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Philip W. Andrewes (Lincoln) 

Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 

Claude Bennett (Ottawa South) 

Sean Conway (Renfrew North) 

W. Donald Cousens (York Centre) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Allan K. McLean (Simcoe East) 

Ronald K. McNeil (Elgin) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 

K. Ross Stevenson (Durham- York) 
Noble Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 


13. Mr. Turner—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Peterborough on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and community of interest factors when planning 
the redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, which 
factors are specifically provided for in the Resolution to the Legislative 
Assembly which established the Commission under date of June 16, 
1983. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
existing traditional and historical boundaries, and community of interest 
and other factors as contained in the Resolution, by removing that part 
of the City of Peterborough which lies east of the Otonabee River. Resi- 
dents of this area would be disadvantaged if they were to be realigned 
and would be denied the kind of representation in the Legislature to 
which they are entitled. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
existing boundaries of municipalities or wards thereof by suggesting that 
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the part of the City of Peterborough lying east of the Otonabee River be 
part of the Hastings-Peterborough Electoral District thus effectively iso- 
lating all residents of that area together with cultural, educational, 
health care, religious, social services, business and industrial facilities 
from their established community of interest and means of communica- 
tion and travel, from the rest of the City of Peterborough, thereby ren- 
dering more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parlia- 
ment. 


4. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to representa- 
tions made to it during public hearings in May, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 

John Lane (Algoma-Manitoulin) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

W. Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 

Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 
Douglas J. Wiseman (Lanark) 


14. Mr. Treleaven—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Oxford on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the wishes of 
the residents of Tillsonburg who the Commission admits, made many 
representations protesting the proposed separation of Tillsonburg from 
the Oxford Electoral District. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Oxford which 
have existed almost exactly in its present form since 1933. 


3. The Commission has failed to give adequate consideration to the fact 
that all municipal services in Tillsonburg, including public health, 
library services, the educational system, hospital services, and garbage 
disposal, are a part of Oxford County services and as such can be better 
represented within a single Electoral District. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 
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Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 

Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 
Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 


15. Mr. Sterling—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral Districts of Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry and 
Leeds Grenville on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


Li 


The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
family, economic and community of interest factors for the County of 
Grenville. 


. The Commission failed to recognize the desire of the residents of the 


County of Grenville that they remain as one unit and not be divided into 
two separate ridings. As there was no notice that a division of Grenville 
County was being contemplated, the residents of Grenville do not 
believe they have had an opportunity to be heard. 


. The Commission failed to take notice that the County of Grenville looks 


in two directions, to the west and to the north. Local governments are 
tied together under the United Counties of Leeds and Grenville. Most 
services offered or supported by the Provincial Government are admin- 
istered on a County or United County basis. Economic and transporta- 
tion factors draw the County of Grenville to the Regional Municipality 
of Ottawa-Carleton. With the completion of Highway 416 expected in 
the next five years, these ties will become stronger. 


. Therefore, the Commission failed to recognize that the people of Gren- 


ville wish to remain as one unit and that they wish to remain with part 
of the Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton or be joined to the 
County of Leeds. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 
Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie L. Eves (Parry Sound) 
Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
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Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


16. Myr. Eakins—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Victoria-Haliburton on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. That the Commission was insufficiently guided by the items which were 
set out in the Terms of Reference dated the 16 of June, 1983, and 
amended on the 30 of November, 1984, set out in the resolution as Items 
A to H in setting up the Electoral District of Victoria-Haliburton. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tion made to it to maintain the historic representation provided to repre- 
sent the rural constituencies in the County of Victoria in the past. 


3. The elimination of the Township of Manvers would unnecessarily con- 
fuse the constituents, following their joining the County of Victoria in 
1974; and would disrupt rural representation in the Legislative Assem- 
bly of Ontario. 


4. The Commission did not redistribute population equally across the 
Province. 


5. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the Winter and Spring of 
1984. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham-Kent) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
James McGuigan (Kent-Elgin) 

Bob Mc Kessock (Grey) 

Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 

Hugh P. O’Neil (Quinte) 

Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 

Douglas R. Reycraft (Middlesex) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 


17. Mr. Sorbara—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of York North on the grounds set forth here- 
inafter: 
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1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to geographical, 
political, and demographic factors when planning the redistribution of 
electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which are specifically 
provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) in the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that established the Com- 
mission, 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating with the proposed Electoral District York Ontario, a 
distinct and separate community, the Town of Whitchurch-Stouffville, 
which Town traditionally identifies with organized neighbourhoods rep- 
resented by homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the 
proposed Electoral District of York North. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area of the Town of Whitchurch- 
Stouffville and the proposed Electoral District of York Ontario. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d), of the June 16, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly. No recognition has been taken of the 
enormous population growth in the existing Electoral District of York 
since 1981. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Joseph Cordiano (Downsview) 
Alvin Curling (Scarborough North) 
John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Rick E. Ferraro (Wellington South) 
Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 
James D. Henderson (Humber) 
Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 
~ Joan Smith (London South) 
Lawrence South (Frontenac-Addington) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


18. Mr. South—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
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ing the Electoral District of Frontenac-Addington on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the following factors: historical, community interests, population diver- 
gence from the desired average when planning the redistribution of elec- 
toral boundaries within the Province of Ontario. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to both the oral 
and written presentations made to it during the public hearings in King- 
ston on May 7, 1984. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the traditional 
attachments and associations, both political and social of Pittsburgh 
Township with the rest of the County of Frontenac when it recom- 
mended that Pittsburgh Township be severed from the riding of Fronte- 
nac-Addington. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham-Kent) 

James Bradley (St. Catharines) 

John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Rick E. Ferraro (Wellington South) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
James D. Henderson (Humber) 

Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 

Gilles Morin (Carleton East) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

David W. Smith (Lambton) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


19. Mr. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk)—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of 
the House of November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an 
objection to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries 
Commission respecting the Electoral District of Haldimand-Norfolk on the 
grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. That the Commission failed to give adequate attention and considera- 
tion to geographical, political and demographic factors when planning 
the redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion. 


2. That the Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the 
physical, economic and community of interest factors, thus making dif- 
ficult adequate representation in the Legislature. 
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3. That the Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the exist- 
ing electoral boundaries which have remained virtually unchanged, 
both provincially and federally since the formation of the Regional 
Municipality of Haldimand-Norfolk by the Province in 1974. The pro- 
posed boundaries are divisive. 


4. That the Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the 
representations made to the Commission during the public hearings in 
April, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham-Kent) 

James Bradley (St. Catharines) 

John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

Vincent Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) 
Robert Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 


20. Mr. Haggerty—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Erie on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the physical, social 
and economic cohesion of existing electoral boundaries, Welland South 
—Erie, and did not understand the question of community interest, rec- 
reational interest along the southern boundary of Lake Erie. 


2. The Commission failed to- give adequate consideration when proposing 
to divide the City of Niagara Falls between the Electoral Boundaries of 
Niagara Falls and Erie Riding with respect to the varying conditions 
and requirements between urban and rural districts. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the average popula- 
tion quota (plus or minus 25%) as required by the June 16, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly, based on the average population. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the 3,500 house- 
holders not listed due to their citizenship living along the shoreline of 
Lake Erie who also require representation by the elected Member of 
Parliament. 
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5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Herbert Epp (Waterloo North) 

Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Gordon I. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

David W. Smith (Lambton) 

Gregory Sorbara (York North) 

Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 


21. Mr. Mitchell—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Carleton on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


That the Commission failed to give adequate attention to all of the rep- 
resentations made to the Commission during the public sittings that 
were held in the month of May, 1984. 


And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

John Lane (Algoma-Manitoulin) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 
John M. Turner (Peterborough) 

Noble A. Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 


22. Mr. Elston—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Huron-Bruce on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission was insufficiently guided by the items which were set 
out in the Terms of Reference dated the 16 of June, 1983, and amended 
on the 30 of November, 1984, set out in the resolution as Items A to H in 
seting up the Electoral District of Huron-Bruce. 
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2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tion made to it to maintain the historic representation provided to repre- 
sent the rural constituencies in the Counties of Huron and Bruce in the 
past. 


3. The elimination of one riding in the Huron, Bruce, Grey and Middlesex 
area would seriously erode rural representation in the Legislative 
Assembly of Ontario. 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the Winter and Spring of 
1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 

James McGuigan (Kent-Elgin) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Hugh O’Neil (Quinte) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

David W. Smith (Lambton) 

Gregory Sorbara (York North) 

Larry South (Frontenac-Addington) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


23. Mr. McKessock—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to 
the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Grey on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. That the Commission failed to give adequate attention and considera- 
tion to geographical, political and demographic factors when planning 
the redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion. 


2. That the Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the 
physical, economic and community of interest factors, thus making dif- 
ficult adequate representation in the Legislature. The Commission 
changed the Riding from predominantly rural to predominantly urban. 


3. When four ridings were changed into three, the Commission failed to 
give adequate consideration to the value of rural representation to the 
Province, in upholding our basic industry, agriculture and tourism. 
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4, That the Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the 
representations made to the Commission during the public hearings in 
April, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 
Rick Ferraro (Wellington South) 
Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

James D. Henderson (Humber) 
Donald S. Knight (Halton-Burlington) 
Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
Gilles Morin (Carleton East) 

Jack Riddell (Huron-Middlesex) 
Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 
Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 


24. Mr. Ruprecht—Motion—tThat, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Parkdale on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) 
through (h) in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
that established the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly by amalgamating a distinct community found within the present 
Riding of Dovercourt. 


3. In particular, with respect to the proposal to separate the Northern sec- 
tions of the present boundaries from its Southern community, the Com- 
mission failed to recognize: 


(i) historical and existing municipal boundaries; 
(ii) the existing and traditional boundaries of Electoral Districts. 
4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 


section (f), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
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boundaries which serve to distinguish neighbourhood organizations. By 
amalgamating a large portion of Ward 4 with Ward 2 and displacing 
Wards 1 and 3 of the existing Riding it appears that the Commission 
failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on the Member 
of the Provincial Parliament for the Riding in question, thereby render- 
ing more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
James McGuigan (Kent-Elgin) 
Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
Gilles Morin (Carleton East) 

Lily Munro (Hamilton Centre) 
Hugh O’Neil (Quinte) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 
David W. Smith (Lambton) 

Joan Smith (London South) 
Gregory Sorbara (York North) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


25. Mr. Stevenson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to 
the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Durham-York on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
community of interests amongst the Townships of Brock, Uxbridge, 
Georgina, East Gwillimbury and the Township of Scugog and the 
northern portion of the Township of Pickering, thereby ignoring the 
common distinctly agricultural nature of these communities and their 
common dependence on tourism and small businesses. 


2. The Commission failed to give sufficient consideration to the topograph- 
ical features of the riding; specifically the similar demands and needs of 
the communities along the shores of Lake Simcoe and Lake Scugog. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the ease of transpor- 
tation and communication, and the social and historic links arising from 
them, connecting the Township of Scugog and the northern areas of the 
Township of Pickering to the areas within the proposed constituency of 

~ York-Ontario. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the requirements 
regarding representation as between urban and rural Electoral Districts 
by including the predominantly rural Township of Scugog and the 
northern portions of the Township of Pickering with the mostly non-ru- 
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ral, non-agricultural areas to their south, thereby rendering more diffi- 
cult adequate representation of the people in the Legislature. 


5. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the population 
trends of the Township of Scugog and the northern portions of the 
Township of Pickering and their similarity to the population trends of 
the area included in the proposed Electoral Boundaries of York-Ontario 
and their dissimilarity to the population trends of the areas to their 
south. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie L. Eves (Parry Sound) 
Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 
Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 
Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 
Peter Partington (Brock) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 


26. Mr. Hayes—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Essex North on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Essex North. — 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the difficulty 
of representing a large number of individual communities. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing munici- 
pal boundaries. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Marion Bryden (Beaches-Woodbine) 
Dave Cooke (Windsor-Riverside) 

Ruth A. Grier (Lakeshore) 

Richard F. Johnston (Scarborough West) 
Floyd Laughren (Nickel Belt) 

Elie W. Martel (Sudbury East) 


— 


ai. 
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Gilles Pouliot (Lake Nipigon) 
David Ramsay (Timiskaming) 
Melvin L. Swart (Welland-Thorold) 
Bud Wildman (Algoma) 


Mr. Allen—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Hamilton West on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the physical, social 


and economic cohesion in many of the new proposed electoral districts 
and seemed to, and indeed did ignore the matter of community of inter- 
ests, thus making more difficult the just representation of the population 
in Parliament. 


. By combining the western portion of Hamilton Mountain with the west- 


ern residential suburbs below the mountain, the Commission has delib- 
erately ignored the radically distinct patterns of transport, social inter- 
course, institutional development, etc., the escarpment has imposed, 
and which will make service and representation of the riding much more 
difficult. 


. The Commission ignored the long standing practice in Hamilton of 


designing political boundaries of city wards and federal constituencies 
that respect the foregoing considerations, knowing from local experience 
their seriousness. 


. The Commission ignored representations made to it on these grounds 


during the public hearings. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Dave Cooke (Windsor-Riverside) 
Jim Foulds (Port Arthur) 

Evelyn Gigantes (Ottawa Centre) 
Tony Grande (Oakwood) 

Tony Lupusella (Dovercourt) 

Ross McClellan (Bellwoods) 

Karl Morin-Strom (Sault Ste. Marie) 


_ David Reville (Riverdale) 


Melvin L. Swart (Welland-Thorold) 
David W. Warner (Scarborough-Ellesmere) 


Mr. Morin—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 


29. 
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ing the Electoral District of Carleton-East on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


. That the Commission failed to give adequate attention and considera- 


tion to geographical, historic, political and demographic factors includ- 
ing the diversity of language interests, existing boundaries of municipal- 
ities and wards thereof and the physical and social cohesion of the 
riding. 


. By removing the area bounded by the Queensway on the south, Blair 


Road on the east, Montreal Road on the north and St. Laurent Blvd. on 
the west, hereinafter referred to as the subject area, from the former 
boundaries of Carleton-East on the expressed grounds of enchancing the 
francophone interest in Ottawa-East, the Commission has failed to pre- 
serve the former mosaic of Carleton-East and has contributed towards 
creating a francophone enclave. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the major 


topographical division created by St. Laurent Blvd. which at the mate- 
rial locations is a busy divided six lane thoroughfare separating the com- 
munities on either side. 


. The Commission failed to consider that the subject area, which is 


mostly within the City of Gloucester, has traditionally shared cultural 
and recreational facilities with the other residents of the City of Glouces- 
ter residing in Carleton-East. 


. In March, 1985, the Ontario Municipal Board divided the City of Glou- 


cester into wards. Those portions of the subject area within the bounda- 
ries of the City of Gloucester were placed in the Gloucester North Ward 
with other Gloucester communities to the east of the subject area. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Robert Callahan (Brampton) 
David R. Cooke (Kitchener) 

Rick E. Ferraro (Wellington South) 
René Fontaine (Cochrane North) 
James D. Henderson (Humber) 
Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 
Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) 
Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 
Douglas Reycraft (Middlesex) 

Jack Riddell (Huron-Middlesex) 
David W. Smith (Lambton) 


Mr. Wrye—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
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sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Windsor-Sandwich on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
social or economic cohesion in many of the new electoral districts cre- 
ated and appeared to ignore and did ignore the question of unity and 
community interest and thereby rendering more difficult adequate rep- 
resentation of the people in the Legislative Assembly. 


2. The placement of an area south of Grand Marais Road, east of Domin- 
ion Boulevard, north of Cabana Road West and west of Dougall Ave- 
nue outside the boundaries of Windsor-Sandwich ignores the physical, 
social and economic cohesion of the core area of south Windsor and 
ignores community of interest. 


3. The Commission ignored the representations made to the Commission 
on behalf of the various individuals and groups, none of whom made 
proposals similar to the Commission’s proposals. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) 
Robert Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 
Jack Riddell (Huron-Middlesex) 

Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

John Sweeney (Kitchener-Wilmot) 
Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 


30. Mr. Bennett—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Ottawa South on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
special geographic considerations, regarding the northeastern boundary 
that will continue to remain a major artery (The Queensway) with the 

-exception of a small portion of the riding of Ottawa South, a community 
known as Sandy Hill. This small community is separated from the rest 
of the riding by a ten-lane highway and would be better served to be 
part of the larger remain, known as the riding of Ottawa East. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the proposed southern boundaries. In leaving the southern boundary as 
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Walkley Road, two residential communities, mainly Riverside Park 
South and Hunt Club, will be represented by a Member whose main 
population base is in the adjacent City of Gloucester. Furthermore, 
these two communities, and more specifically, the southernmost posi- 
tion of the existing Riding of Ottawa South are totally integrated by 
means of joint community associations; City recreation facilities, com- 
munity newspapers and so on. This area should, in my opinion, remain 
within the boundaries of Ottawa South. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
Carleton University and the adjacent residential area being removed 
from the riding of Ottawa South. This facility and residential area 
should be kept together, however the community is very much a part of 
the same community existing on the east side of Bank Street, the pro- 
posed boundary, It would be detrimental to have this neighbourhood 
split in such a way and to be represented by two different Provincial 
Members. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Philip Andrewes (Lincoln) 

Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Leo Bernier (Kenora) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 

George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 

Bob Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


31. Mr. Davis—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Scarborough Centre on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the geographic, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion. 


2. By adding the area west of the C.N. tracks and west of Midland Ave- 
nue, the Commission has failed to take into account that the tracks form 
the natural boundary between the communities. 
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3. The Commission ignored the representations made to the Commission 
on behalf of various individuals and groups, none of whom made pro- 
posals similar to the Commission’s proposals. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 

David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Terry O’Connor (Oakville) 

Peter Partington (Brock) 

Jack Pierce (Rainy River) 

Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 


32. Mr. Ashe—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Durham Centre on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to heed the representations of the citizens of the 
Town of Whitby that the total municipality should remain intact. 


2. The Commission failed to recognize the community of interest built up 
within the Town of Whitby since the amalgamation of the former Town 
and the former Township of Whitby. 


3. The Commission failed to recognize existing boundaries of municipali- 
ties or wards thereof; The existing and traditional boundaries of elec- 
toral districts; both ommissions in direct conflict with the Commission’s 
terms of reference. 


4. The Commission failed to recognize that when the Region of Durham 
was formed in 1973 following an in depth planning and development 
study that the Town of Whitby as constituted was the only Municipality 
within the new region to not undergo a boundary change. This was an 
obvious recognition of the Town of Whitby-north and south-being an 
appropriate political entity. 


5. The current member for Durham West representing the Town of 
Whitby for the past eight years is very much aware of the community 
and the citizens therein. Said member has not heard of even one citizen 
in the community speaking in support of splitting the Town for Provin- 
cial Electoral purposes. 
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6. A Municipality must be split when it’s population is too large to be 
accommodated within the maximums of a Provincial Constituency. 
This is not the case with the Town of Whibty. 


It recommended, that the new Electoral District of Durham Centre 
comprise the complete Town of Whitby and a smaller unit of the City of 
Oshawa necessary to satisfy the normal population requirements. 


7. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Philip Andrewes (Lincoln) 
Claude Bennett (Ottawa South) 
Mike Breaugh (Oshawa) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 
Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 
Bob Runciman (Leeds) 

Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 
Ross Stevenson (Durham York) 


33. Mr. Riddell—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Huron-Middlesex on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. That the Commission was insufficiently guided by the items which were 
set out in the Terms of Reference dated the 16 of June, 1983, and 
amended on the 30 of November, 1984, set out in the resolution as Items 
A to H in setting up the Electoral District of Huron-Middlesex. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tion made to it to maintain the historic representation provided to repre- 
sent the rural constituencies in the Counties of Huron and Middlesex in 
the past. 


3. The elimination of one riding in the Huron, Bruce, Grey and Middlesex 
area would seriously erode rural pees ae in the Legislative 
Assembly of Ontario. 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the Winter and Spring of 
1984. 
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5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

James McGuigan (Kent-Elgin) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

Ian G. Scott (St. David) 

Gregory Sorbara (York North) 

Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 
Bill Wrye (Windsor-Sandwich) 


34. Mr. Offer—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Mississauga North on the grounds set forth here- 
inafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that estab- 
lished the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by failing to recognize a distinct and separate community the former 
Town of Malton, with traditional organized neighbourhoods repre- 
sented by homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the 
existing Riding of Mississauga North. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication as specified in Paragraph 6, Subsection (b), of the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area north of Eglinton Avenue with 
the current Riding of Mississauga North. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influ- 
ence of existing major roadways, Highway No. 10 on the west and the 
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Queen Elizabeth Highway on the south, which have tended to serve as 
natural geographic barriers between communities of people. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of electoral districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative 
Assembly by existing the northern boundary of the Riding to the city 
limit, despite the fact that the current northern boundary, Eglinton 
Avenue or any configuration thereof between such and Burnhamthorpe 
Road East, represents a natural extension in comparison to existing 
ward boundaries, and preserves the physical, social and economic cohe- 
sion of the present electoral district. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham Kent) 

René Fontaine (Cochrane North) 

Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 
Bernard Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
James D. Henderson (Humber) 
Donald S. Knight (Halton-Burlington) 
Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) 
Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 
Douglas Reycraft (Middlesex) 

Ian G. Scott (St. David) 

Gregory Sorbara (York North) 


35. Mr. Shymko—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of High Park-Swansea on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the historical 
trend of the electoral boundary changes since the turn of the century of 
the former Electoral District of High Park to the present Electoral Dis- 
trict of High Park-Swansea which was always in a westerly direction, 
reflecting the demographic changes, the pattern and mobility of popula- 
tion trends, and preserving the commonality of an integral community. 
The proposed shift of the north eastern boundary in an easterly direction 
as outlined in the Commission’s revised proposal is a significant and 
unusual reversal of this historical trend. 


2. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the written and oral 
presentations made to the Commission during the public sittings that 
were held in Toronto on May 17, 1984 which supported the Commis- 
sion’s initial proposals (a) for the northern, western and southern bound- 
aries of the Electoral District of High Park-Swansea as accurately 
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reflecting the natural boundaries of the riding following St. Clair Ave- 
nue West and Dundas Street West to the Humber River and south to 
Lake Ontario, and (b) for keeping the existing north eastern boundary 
following the Canadian National and the Canadian Pacific Railway 
lines as an indisputable natural boundary. 


. In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interests of traditional organized neighbourhoods which histori- 
cally and socially have always been closely tied, sharing common local 
centres on both sides of Jane Street, Annette Street and Runnymede 
Road south of St. Clair Avenue West and their social, business, profes- 
sional, cultural recreational activities. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to and indeed did 
ignore the question of community of interest by extending the present 
north eastern boundary to include the area east of the CN-CP railway 
lines to Caledonia Road and the CN track south of St. Clair Avenue 
West and north of Bloor Street West. There is no common community 
of interests of High Park-Swansea and the residents of this northern 
area of the present Electoral District of Parkdale. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
and geographic features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of 
the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discount- 
ing the existing CN-CP railways on the east and the Humber River on 
the west and the major arterial road of St. Clair Avenue West on the 
north which have tended to serve as natural boundaries between com- 
munities of people. The Commission has given precedence to such 
important natural boundaries over municipal boundaries as is reflected 
by the Commission’s initial as well as revised proposals affecting a num- 
ber of electoral districts within Metropolitan Toronto. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of electoral districts when it extended the north east- 
ern boundary beyond its present natural geographic barrier (CN-CP 
railway lines) instead of extending the present north western boundary, 
as the Commission initially proposed in 1984, which represents a natu- 
ral extention to a natural topographical barrier (the Humber River) that 
would preserve and unify the physical, social and economic cohesion of 
an integral community within the present electoral district. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d), of the June 16, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly by reversing its original proposal for the 
northwestern boundary which would have increased the present popula- 
tion by 11,404 (1981 Census) in addition to expected future growth con- 
siderations of approximately 2,600 within 2 years in light of current 
major residential projects and a further potential of 10,000 within the 
next decade pending the development of the Stockyards district. 
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8. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 
Andrew S. Brandt (Sarnia) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
Robert G. Elgie (York East) 
Bud Gregory (Mississauga West) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 
John Turner (Peterborough) 


36. Mr. Mancini—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Essex South on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that estab- 
lished the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of Electoral Districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative 
Assembly by dividing the Essex South Riding east and west instead of 
the traditional north and south. 


3. The Commission failed to appreciate that the Essex South Riding has 
been virtually the same for over 100 years. The Commission failed to 
give consideration to the fact that in Essex County the wardens are elec- 
ted on a north-south basis and this restricting pattern reinforces the pro- 
vincial electoral boundaries. 


4. The elimination of one riding in the Windsor and Essex County area 
erodes rural representation in the Legislative Assembly of Ontario. 


5. The Commission unfairly places Leamington, the largest urban centre 
in Essex County, in a Kent County constituency. 


6. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
family, economic and community of interest factors. 
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7. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bob Callahan (Brampton) 

Sean Conway (Renfrew North) 
Joseph Cordiano (Downsview) 
Alvin Curling (Scarborough North) 
Herb Epp (Waterloo North) 

René Fontaine (Cochrane-North) 
Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 
Bernard Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 
John Lane (Algoma-Manitoulin) 

Ian Scott (St. David) 

David Smith (Lambton) 

David Warner (Scarborough-Ellesmere) 
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QUESTIONS 


(Questions are to appear on the day after they are tabled and on every 

subsequent day in the week they are tabled and then subsequently only on each 

Monday until an Answer (other than an Interim Answer) is tabled. A question 
tabled on a Friday will appear on each day of the following week.) 


5. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information on Ontario Government employees for every Ministry 
in Government: 1. Ministry. 2. Number of classified employees. 3. Number 
of classified employees who are of visible minority origin. 4. Position held in 
the ministry by each of the employees who are of visible minority origin. 
June 17, 1985. 


6. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information on Ontario Government part-time and contract 
employees (unclassified) for every Ministry in Government: 1. Ministry. 2. 
Number of unclassified employees. 3. Number of classified employees who 
are of visible minority origin. 4. Position held in ministry by each unclassi- 
fied employee of visible minority origin. June 17, 1985. 


7. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information on the 3,900 appointed positions with the 700 agen- 
cies, boards and commissions responsible to the Ontario Government. Will 
the Minister prepare the data under the following heading: 1. Name of 
agency, board and commission. 2. No. of appointed positions for each agen- 
cy, board and commission. 3. No. of appointed positions for each agency, 
board and commission who are of visible minority origin. 4. Position held 
by the appointed persons for each agency, board and commission, of per- 
sons who are of visible minority origin. June 17, 1985. 


8. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table a 
summary of the third language skills on Ontario Government employees, 
under the heading: 1. Ministry. 2. No. of classified employees. 3. No. of full 
time employees that speak one third language. 4. No. of full time employees 
that speak 2 to 5 languages other than English and French. 5. Position held 
in the ministry by each of the employees fluent in a third language. 6. Total 
number of third languages spoken in the Ministry. Will the Minister provide 
the information for every ministry in government. June 17, 1985. 


9. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table a 
summary of the third language skills on Ontario Government employees, 
under the heading: 1. Ministry. 2. No. of classified employees. 3. No. of 
unclassified employees that speak a third language. 4. Number of unclassi- 
fied employees that speak 2 to 5 languages other than English and French. 
5. Position held in the ministry by each of the employees fluent in a third 
language. 6. Total number of third languages spoken in the Ministry. Will 
the Minister provide the information for every ministry in government. 
June 17, 1985. 


— 
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Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table a 


summary of the third language skills of the 3,900 appointed positions with 
the 700 agencies, boards and commissions responsible to the Ontario Gov- 
ernment. Will the Minister prepare the information under the following 
headings: a) Persons who speak on third language. b) Persons who speak 2-5 
languages other than English and French. c) Position held. June 1 Ce19oo 


Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible inform 


the House whether or not the four recommendations made by the Ontario 
Advisory Council on Multiculturalism and Citizenship in its report of Feb- 
ruary 1982, titled “Task Force on Equal Opportunity” were accepted, 
namely: 1. (a) that the Government of Ontario adopt the principle of equal 
opportunity in the selection process to ensure that in appointments to public 
agencies, candidates can adequately reflect the multicultural and multi- 
racial diversity of Ontario; (b) that the Government of Ontario assess and 
review the criteria for appointments, the selection process and composition 
of the public agencies in Ontario; 2. (a) that the inventory of residents of 
Ontario who are qualified to serve on public agencies be expanded to ade- 
quately reflect the multicultural diversity of our population; (b) that the 
Government of Ontario encourage the ethnic groups to suggest candidates 
from their respective communities who could be considered for inclusion in 
the inventory; 3. (a) the Government of Ontario announce all vacancies in 
the public agencies; (b) that these vacancies be publicized in such a way to 
ensure that this information reaches all socio-economic levels of Ontario 
society; (c) that the Government of Ontario publicize vacancies in the ethnic 
media to ensure that qualified members of the ethnocultural communities 
are aware of the existence of such vacancies in the public agencies; 4. That 
the Premier and Government of Ontario in their appointment policy con- 
sider the principle of equitable representation based on merit and qualifica- 
tions reflecting the ethnic composition of Ontario society in all public agen- 
cies, councils, boards and commissions that come under government 
jurisdiction. Will the Minister indicate what specific actions have been 
taken to implement the above recommendations. June 17, 1985. 


Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 


following information regarding the 6/49 Lottery: a) Number of tickets sold 
for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) The 
amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the Treas- 
ury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid out in 
prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or retained 
by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) The 
amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. f) 
The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by 6/49 in the 1982 fiscal year, which was 
not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. June 17, 
1985... 


Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 


following information regarding the Lottario Lottery: a) Number of tickets 
sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) The 
amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the Treas- 
ury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid out in 
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prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or retained 
by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) The 
amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. f) 
The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by Lottario in the 1982 fiscal year, which 
was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 


14. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Super Loto Lottery: a) Number of tick- 
ets sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the 
Treasury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid 
out in prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or 
retained by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) 
The amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. 
f) The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery in the 1982 fiscal year, 
which was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 


15. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Wintario Lottery: a) Number of tickets 
sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) The 
amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the Treas- 
ury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid out in 
prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or retained 
by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) The 
amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. f) 
The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Wintario in the 1982 fiscal year, 
which was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 


16. Myr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Provincial Lottery: a) Number of tick- 
ets sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the 
Treasury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid 
out in prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or 
retained by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) 
The amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. 
f) The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery in the 1982 fiscal year, 
which was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 
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GOVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS 


Second Reading Bill 1, An Act to revise the Family Law Reform Act. My. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 3, An Act respecting Actions arising from Transboundary 
Pollution between Ontario and reciprocating Jurisdictions. Myr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 7, An Act to amend certain Ontario Statutes to conform 
to section 15 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 8, An Act to amend certain Ontario Statutes to conform 
to section 6 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 9, An Act to establish the Ministry of Skills Development. 
Mr. Gillies. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 11, An Act to revise the Change of Name Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 12, An Act to amend the Children’s Law Reform Act. 
Mr. Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 13, An Act to amend the Vital Statistics Act. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 14, An Act respecting the Enforcement of Support and 
Custody Orders. Mr. Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 15, An Act to amend the Creditors’ Relief Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 16, An Act to amend the Public Commercial Vehicles 
Act. Mr. McCague. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 17, An Act to amend the Highway Traffic Act. Mr. 
McCague. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 18, An Act to amend the Off-Road Vehicles Act, 1983. 
Mr. McCague. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 22, An Act to amend certain Acts representing Regional 
Municipalities. My. Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 23, An Act to amend certain Acts in relation to Line 
Fences. Mr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 24, An Act to amend the Regional Municipality of 
Hamilton-Wentworth Act. Mr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Ly, 


18. 


19. 


20), 


or. 


ae 


3 


Second Reading Bill 25, An Act to amend the District Municipality of 
Muskoka Act. Mr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 26, An Act to amend the Municipality of Metropolitan 
Toronto Act. Mr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 27, An Act to amend the Municipal Elections Act. Mr. 
Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 28, An Act to amend the Education Act. Mr. Grossman. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 29, An Act to revise the Mining Act. Mr. Harris. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 30, An Act to amend the Education Act. Mr. C onway. 
PRINTED. 
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PRIVATE MEMBERS’ PUBLIC BILLS AND ORDERS 


Second Reading Bill 4, An Act respecting Advertising by Governmental 
Organizations. Myr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 5, An Act to amend the Election Finances Reform Act. 
Mr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 6, An Act respecting the Rights of Non-Unionized 
Workers. Mr. Haggerty. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 10, An Act to amend the Labour Relations Act. Mr. 
Haggerty. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 19, An Act to relieve Persons from Liability in respect of 
voluntary Emergency Medical and First Aid Services. Mr. Haggerty. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 20, An Act to ensure the Regeneration and Reforestation 
of Forests in Ontario. Mr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 21, An Act to amend the Animals for Research Act. Mr. 
Philip. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 31, An Act to amend the Homes for the Aged and Rest 
Homes Act. Mr. Warner. PRINTED. 





NOTICES 
GOVERNMENT MOTIONS 
2. Debated July 4, 1985. 
3. Debated July 4, 1985. 


4, Mr. Nixon—Resolution—That the House consider Motions number 1 to 36 
standing on the Orders and Notices paper and further notices filed with the 
Clerk of the Assembly relating to the provisions of the Report upon the 
Redistribution of Ontario into Electoral Districts, such further notices to be 
published in the Notice Paper on a day prior to the conclusion of the debate 
on this Resolution; and notwithstanding its previous Terms of Reference, the 
Commission is hereby authorized to give consideration to all motions so filed 
and to all submissions reported in Hansard during the discussion of this Res- 
olution. 
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PRIVATE MEMBERS’ MOTIONS 


1. Mr. Johnston (Scarborough West)—Resolution—That in the opinion of this 
House, the Province of Ontario, Canada, should declare itself a Nuclear 
Arms Free Zone, and the Government should prohibit the deployment of 
nuclear weapons in Ontario, the testing of nuclear weapons and associated 
equipment in the Province, the construction of nuclear weapons and associ- 
ated equipment, the transport of nuclear weapons and associated equipment 
through and within the Province, and the export of goods and materials for 
use in the construction and deployment of nuclear arms. In addition, the 
Province should encourage cities, provinces and states throughout the world 
to initiate similar action. 


2. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
access to health care treatment and facilities should be a right and not a priv- 
ilege, and should not be subject to geographic or economic barriers, the Gov- 
ernment of Ontario should incorporate as a fully-insured service under 
OHIP the cost of medically necessary travel, as determined by a qualified 
physician, in excess of 200 miles; and further that the Government should 
begin by instituting such coverage for residents of Northern Ontario (that is 
for those living in the Territorial Districts north of the French River) within 
six months of the passage of this resolution and that coverage for the rest of 
the province be phased in over a four-year period; and further that in the 
case of a child needing such medically necessary travel, the Government give 
consideration to covering the costs of travel for one parent or guardian of 
such a child. 


3. Myr. Warner—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, considering the 
continuing Turkish occupation of Cyprus and the unknown fate of 2,000 
missing Cypriots, the Government of Ontario should express concern about 
the continuing illegal Turkish colonization of Cyprus, and the latest seces- 
sionist movement of the Denktash regime, by: (1) urging the Government of 
Canada to support measures for the implementation of the U.N. resolutions 
on Cyprus; (2) calling upon the Turkish Government to provide immediate 
information on the missing Cypriots which according to indisputable evi- 
dence are held by Turkish authorities contrary to international law; (3) call- 
ing upon the Turkish Government to respect the human rights provision of 
the Helsinki accord, especially in regards to Cyprus; (4) calling upon the 
Turkish Government to cease immediately further colonization of Cyprus 
and to withdraw all illegal colonists, transplanted with a view to changing 
the demographic nature of the Island; (5) condemning the new secessionist 
movement of the so-called “Federated State of Northern Cyprus”; and (6) 
calling upon the Government of Canada to cease further negotiations with 
the Turkish Government on the sale of a nuclear reactor, until the latter 
complies with the U.N. resolutions on Cyprus and shows a respect for inter- 
national law. 


4. Ms. Bryden—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
part-time workers in both the public and private sector are discriminated 
against by the denial of many benefits and rights provided to other workers 
in the same establishment, a Charter of Rights for Part-Time Workers be 
added to both the Employment Standards Act and the Labour Relations Act 


eee 





7 


to provide pro rata benefits and collective bargaining rights to such workers 
and that they be made eligible for severance pay and retraining and readjust- 
ment programs provided for other workers displaced by technological 
change in the same establishment. 


5. Mr. Epp—Resolution—That this House authorizes that a Proclamation be 
issued by the Governor General under the Great Seal of Canada amending 
Section 7 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms to read as 
follows: 


7. Everyone has the right to life, liberty, security of the person and enjoy- 
ment of property and the right not be deprived thereof except in accord- 
ance with the principles of fundamental justice, 


and urges that the Senate and House of Commons and the Legislative 
Assemblies of the other provinces do likewise. 


7. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Federal Con- 
servative government has, by eliminating full inflation protection for Cana- 
dian pensioners, imposed unfair hardships on those least able to protect 
themselves; and therefore, this House condemns as arbitrary and _ ill- 
conceived the budget of Michael Wilson which takes money out of the pock- 
ets of pensioners while providing more tax giveaways to the wealthy; 
strongly calls upon the Government of Canada to abandon its intention to 
de-index pensions and urges the Government of Ontario to make the strong- 
est possible representation to the Government of Canada to re-affirm the 
Federal Conservative government’s election promise to protect Canadian 
pensioners. 


8. Mr. Morin-Strom—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Fed- 
eral Conservative government has favoured business and the rich at the 
expense of the economically disadvantaged, particularly pensioners, and 
considering Finance Minister Michael Wilson statement that Canada has 
‘an acute shortage of rich people,” this House condemns the federal budget 
of Michael Wilson that focuses on more tax breaks for the wealthy rather 
than providing decent pensions for elderly and more employment opportuni- 
ties for the unemployed poor, and that the Canadian government should rec- 
ognize that our problem is too many poor people, not too few rich people. 


9, Mr. Ramsay—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Minister of 
Agriculture and Food should introduce legislation to: 


(1) establish a debt review agency to referee financial disputes between 
farmers and banks or other lending institutions and that not less than 
50% of the members of the agency should be farmers and that the 
agency would deal with short-term debts other than mortgages and 
would be empowered to make binding decisions subject.only to appeal 
to the judge of the local court; 


(2) provide a moratorium on all farm bankruptcies and foreclosures of 
mortgages on farm lands and buildings except where an exemption is 
approved by a judge and on application by a mortgagee (lendor) the 
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judge may grant leave for foreclosure or commencement of bankruptcy 
proceedings or, alternatively, may postpone any forfeiture for such time 
and subject to such conditions as he thinks fit. 
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MOTIONS RELATING TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE REPORT 
UPON THE REDISTRIBUTION OF ONTARIO INTO ELECTORAL 


1. 


Vip 


DISTRICTS 


Mr. Yakabuski—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to 
the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew South on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


i 


The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Renfrew South 
which have existed since 1867. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the question of 


the ease of transportation and communication within the larger pro- 
posed Electoral District of Renfrew, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in the Assembly. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to and indeed did 


ignore the question of community of interest. Historically and socially, 
the residents of Renfrew South have never been closely tied or had a 
common community of interest with the residents of Renfrew North. 
Further, the Townships of Bagot and Blithfield, McNab and West 
Carleton, the Village Braeside and the Town of Arnprior have always 
had close ties with the other municipalities within the Electoral District 
of Renfrew South. 


. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to written repre- 


sentations or to oral representations made to the Commission during the 
public sittings that were held in Ottawa in May, 1984. 


. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the population quota in 


determining boundaries for the proposed Electoral District of Renfrew. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 

Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 

Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

John Turner (Peterborough) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 
Doug Wiseman (Lanark) 


Mr. Gregory—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
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visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Mississauga East on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that estab- 
lished the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a) of the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating a distinct and separate community, the former Town . 
of Malton, with traditional organized neighbourhoods represented by — 
homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the existing 
Riding of Mississauga East. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- . 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16, 1 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the ) 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists | 
between and in any way unites the area north of Eglinton Avenue with ~ 
the current Riding of Mississauga East. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical | 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b) of the June 16, 1983 
Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influence of 
existing major roadways, Highway No. 10 on the west and the Queen 
Elizabeth Highway on the south, which have tended to serve as natural 
geographic barriers between communities of people. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d) of the June 16, 1983 Resolution 
of the Legislative Assembly by combining the northern portion of the 
City of Mississauga, an area expected to experience growth in popula- 
tion with an existing riding where population growth is expected to be, 
at the most, minimal. In so doing the Commission has placed Missis- 
sauga East Riding within the upper range of the population guidelines 
established by the Commission foregoing expected future growth consid- 
erations. 








6. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- | 
section (f) of the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
boundaries which serve to separate and distinguish neighbourhood 
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organizations. By amalgaming a large portion of Ward 5 with Ward 3 
and displacing Wards 4 and 7 of the existing Riding, it appears that the 
Commission failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on 
the Member of the Provincial Parliament for the Riding in question, 
thereby rendering more difficult adequate representation of the people 
in Parliament. 


7. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of electoral districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g) of the June 16, 1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly by existing the northern boundary of the Riding to the city limit, 
despite the fact that the current northern boundary, Eglinton Avenue or 
any configuration thereof between such and Burnhamthorpe Road East, 
represents a natural extension in comparison to existing ward bounda- 
ries, and preserves the physical, social and economic cohesion of the 
present electoral district. 


8. The Commission failed to give due consideration to special geographic 
considerations, including the accessibility of such regions or the size or 
shape thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (h) of the June 16, 
1983 Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by increasing the size of the 
riding in north-south terms and reducing the riding east-west com- 
munity links and adding a community at the north end separated from 
the rest of the riding by the Pearson International Airport and Highway 
No. 401. 


At the same time, the Commission failed to facilitate the need for ease of 
transportation and communication, thereby rendering more difficult 
adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


9. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 
Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 
Leo Bernier (Kenora) 
Gordon Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) — 
Susan Fish (St. George) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 
Robert Runciman (Leeds) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


3. Mr. Pollock—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Hastings-Peterborough on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 
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1. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
economic and community of interest factors, thus making difficult ade- 
quate representation in the Legislature. 


2. By removing four municipalities from south Hastings (Thurlow, Tyen- 
dinaga, Tyendinaga Indian Reserve and Deseronto) the Commission 
ignored the geography of the region in that these municipalities are sepa- 
rated from Prince Edward-Lennox by the Bay of Quinte. Historically 
these municipalities have always been part of the former Hastings rid- 
ings prior to the enlargement to Hastings-Peterborough. As to com- 
munity of interests, all municipalities except the Reserve have repre- 
sentation in Hastings County Council and Hastings County Board of 
Education. The Moira River Conservation Authority covers all of this 
area. Provincial Government offices in Belleville and Stirling, rather 
than Picton serve these municipalities. Telephone access from each of 
these municipalities to the county seat and to each other is without 
charge. Population is increasing due to proximity to the City of Belle- 
ville. 


3. By adding a portion of the City of Peterborough the Commission failed 
to consider community of interests. Hastings-Peterborough is a large 
rural constituency, composed of small villages and townships. Another 
township and village such as Lakefield, would reduce the pressure on 
the Peterborough Riding while preserving common interests. 


4. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to representa- 
tions made to it during public hearings in May, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the Act in question. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Terry O’Connor (Oakville) 

Peter Partington (Brock) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


4. Mr. Conway—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Renfrew North on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province of Ontario. 
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2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tions made to it with respect to the difficulty which would be experi- 
enced by those residents in areas such as Chalk River, Deep River and 
Stonecliffe if they were to be aligned with the new riding of Parry 
Sound-Nipissing-Renfrew. Residents in these and other rural areas in 
Renfrew North would be further disadvantaged because of geographic 
location if they were to be realigned and would be without the kind of 
representation in the Legislature to which they are entitled. 


3. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to both written 
and oral presentations made to it during the public hearings in Ottawa 
in the month of May, 1984. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Jim Bradley (St. Catharines) 

Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Herbert A. Epp (Waterloo North) 
Barnard Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Raymond L. Haggerty (Erie) 

Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 
Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Gordon D. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Robert F. Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 
Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 
Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 

Jack Riddell (Huron Middlesex) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 

Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

John Sweeney (Kitchener-Wilmot) 
Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 


5. Mr. McLean—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the-Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Simcoe East on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the geographic and 
topographical factors when planning the redistribution of this electoral 
boundary in the Province. By ignoring these natural factors, the means 
of communication and accessibility is hampered and thereby rendering 
more difficult adequate representation of the people in the Provincial 
Parliament. As currently proposed, the representative would have to 
travel through the Electoral District of Muskoka in order to reach the 
new parts of the District. These factors are specifically provided for in 
the Terms of Reference established by the House. 
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2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the traditional and 
historical significance felt by both the Town of Midland and the City of 
Orillia after having shared one hundred and five years together in the 
same Electoral District. Existing and traditional boundaries are specifi- 
cally provided for in the Terms of Reference established by the House. 


3. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Reuben C. Baetz (Ottawa West) 

Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

W. Donald Cousens (York Centre) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 
Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 
Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings Peterborough) 
W. Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


— 
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6. Mr. Brandt—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Sarnia on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the geographic, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion; 





2. In particular, with respect to the proposal to split the Township of Sar- 
nia between the ridings of Sarnia and Lambton, the Commission failed 
to recognize: 


(i) historical and existing municipal boundaries; 





(ii) the existing and traditional boundaries of Electoral Districts; and 





(ili) the varying conditions and requirements regarding representation 
as between urban and rural Electoral Districts. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to maintaining i 
the historic, geographic and demographic linkages, both within the 
Township of Sarnia, and as an integral part of the present riding of 
Sarnia; 
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4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the repre- 


sentations made to the Commission during the course of the Public 
Hearings; 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the intent and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Robert Elgie (York East) 

Susan Fish (St. George) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
Alan Pope (Cochrane South) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


7. Mr. Barlow—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Cambridge on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


is 


The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
electoral boundaries which have remained virtually unchanged, both 
provincially and federally, since 1867. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the importance of 


North Dumfries being geographically located within the Regional 
Municipality of Waterloo and has failed to recognize that the residents 
pay part of the their municipal taxes to the Region and their school taxes 
to either the Waterloo County Board of Education or the Waterloo 
County Separate School Board. 


. The Commission failed to recognize that the removal of part of North 


Dumfries from the Cambridge Riding would, in fact remove the rights 
of the residents of that part of North Dumfries from representation in 
the Provincial Legislature by a member who is also a resident of the 
Regional Municipality of Waterloo. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the population 


trends of North Dumfries, which has remained stable, at less than 5,000 
for many years. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the changing popu- 


lation trends in the balance of the Regional Municipality of Waterloo 
and failed to recognize that by 1991, the next census year, the Region 
will have sufficient population to require an additional provincial Rid- 
ing at which time North Dumfries will be moved to yet another Elec- 
toral District. 
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6. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the average popula- 
tion quota (plus or minus 25%) as required by the June 16, 1983 Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly. Based on the average population of the 
66,347 both Cambridge and Brant-Haldimand would be within the 
quota regardless of which Riding North Dumfries was located in. 


7. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 

Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Allan McLean (Simcoe East) 

Jack Pierce (Rainy River) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 


8. Mr. Henderson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to 
the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Etobicoke East on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the traditional 
and historic community of Humber and failed to respect the historic 
bonds linking the people on the western bank of the Humber River. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the cultural 
and ethnic links uniting the people west of Islington Avenue with the 
Electoral District of Etobicoke West, and thereby forced an artificial 
juxtaposition of those neighbourhoods with the community of Humber 
thereby compromising adequate representation in the Assembly. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the cultural 
and ethnic links between the people of the area bounded by Eglinton 
Avenue on the south, and the Macdonald-Cartier Freeway on the north- 
west, those neighbourhoods being more appropriately linked with the 
parts of the Electoral District of Etobicoke East which lie north of 
Eglinton Avenue. The ethnic, religious and cultural nature of the area 
of Etobicoke lying north of Eglinton Avenue is homogeneous, and exist- 
ing cultural, neighbourhood, and transportation links render this area 
very much a unit in terms of appropriate continuity of Assembly repre- 
sentation. 


4. The Commission may have given too much emphasis to population quo- 
tas in determing boundaries for the southerly electoral districts in Etobi- 
coke. 
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5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Gordon I. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 
Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

Larry South (Frontenac-Addington) 


9. Mr. Cooke (Windsor-Riverside)—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the 
House of November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an 
objection to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries 
Commission respecting the Electoral District of Windsor-Riverside on the 
grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the physical, social 
and economic cohesion in many of the proposed electoral districts and 
seemed to, and indeed did ignore the matter of community of interests, 
thus making more difficult the adequate representation of the people in 
the Legislative Assembly. 


2. By removing the area south of the CNR tracks, and north of Tecumseh 
Road between Walker Road and Norman Road while leaving in the 
area between the Detroit River and the CNR tracks and the area south 
of Tecumseh Road. To do this ignores physical, social and economic 
cohesion and ignores community of interest. 


3. The Commission ignored the representations made to the Commission 
on behalf of various individuals and groups, none of whom made pro- 
posals similar to the Commission’s proposals. 


4, And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Richard Allen (Hamilton West) 

Michael J. Breaugh (Oshawa) 

Brian A. Charlton (Hamilton Mountain) 
Jim Foulds (Port Arthur) 

Evelyn Gigantes (Ottawa Centre) 

Floyd Laughren (Nickel Belt) 

Bob Mackenzie (Hamilton East) 

Elie W. Martel (Sudbury East) 

Ross McClellan (Bellwoods) 
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10. Mr. Jackson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- | 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Burlington South on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Burlington South 
which have existed since 1874. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Region of Halton, fac- 
tors which are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) 
through (h), in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly that established the Commission. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating a district and separate community, the Riding of Oak- 
ville South, with a traditional organized neighbourhood represented by 
the East Burlington Ratepayers Association, known as Ward 8, con- 
tained in the Riding of Burlington South. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (f), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
boundaries which serve to separate and distinguish neighbourhood 
organizations. By amalgamating Ward 8 of the existing Burlington 
South Riding with the new Riding of Oakville South the Commission 
failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on the members 
of the Provincial Parliament for the Oakville South Riding, thereby ren- 
dering more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parlia- 
ment. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication by failing to recognize the absence of any significant com- 
munications that exist between and in any way unite the area known as 
Ward 8 currently in Burlington South and proposed by the Commission 
for inclusion with Oakville South, thereby rendering more difficult ade- 
quate representation of the people in Parliament. 


6. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the specific boundary 
lines as suggested by the Four-district Plan submitted by the Regional 
Municipality of Halton in determing boundaries for the proposed Elec- 
toral District of Burlington South. 


7. The Commission placed too much emphasis on the population quota in 
determining boundaries for the proposed Electoral District of Burling- 
ton South. 
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8. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


William C. Davis (Scarborough Centre) 
Robert Elgie (York East) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
Allan McLean (Simcoe East) 

Terrance P. O’Connor (Oakville) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Earl W. Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 


11. Mr. Timbrell—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Don Mills on the grounds set forth herein- 


after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community and diversity of interests, the existing and traditional 
boundaries of the Electoral District, the special geographic considera- 
tions, and the accessibility, size and shape of the Electoral District of 
Don Mills by annexing that portion of Don Mills riding that lies north of 
Lawrence Avenue to the Electoral District of York Mills. 


The area in question, bordered by Lawrence Avenue East on the south, 
Leslie Street on the west, York Mills Road on the north, and the Don 
River on the east, should remain in the Electoral District of Don Mills 
for the following reasons: 


(a) The original Don Mills community comprised the four neighbour- 


(b 


— 


hoods focussed on the intersection of Don Mills Road and Law- 
rence Avenue East. This area is still the heart of Don Mills, and 
the area above Lawrence Avenue East is a vital component of this 
long established community. To divide the Electoral District along 
Lawrence Avenue East would be contrary to the Commission 
Guideline (g), violating the traditional boundaries of Electoral Dis- 
tricts, that is, the current boundary. 


Removing the area north of Lawrence Avenue East would divide 
the area tributary to Don Mills Junior High School and Don Mills 
Collegiate. It would also split, in half, the area represented by the 
Don Mills Residents Association, another indicator of- the com- 
munity identity, and thereby violate Guideline (a), of the Commis- 
sion, by failing to take into account community of interests. 


(c) The dividing of the Don Mills Community is contrary to the spirit 


of the Commission Guideline (f), which is to heed the existing 
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boundaries of the municipal ward boundary, that is, Ward 10 of 
the City of North York, which is clearly focussed on the intersec- 
tion of Lawrence Avenue East and Don Mills Road. This is sup- 
ported by the fact that for municipal planning purposes, the City 
of North York includes the areas both north and south of Law- 
rence Avenue East into the “Don Mills Community”. 


(d 


— 


Commission Guideline (h) is also brought into question here as the 
community of Don Mills is focussed on the intersection of Law- 
rence Avenue East and Don Mills Road, rather than divided by 
this landmark. The proposed boundary is blatantly contrary to the 
accessibility, size and shape of the community of Don Mills. 


2. The proposed electoral boundary in the south end of the Electoral Dis- 
trict of Don Mills is another example of the Commission’s failure to fol- 
low the guidelines established by the House. 


Objection is made to this boundary, which effectively severs the area 
bounded by Woodbine Avenue on the west, Taylor Creek park on the 
north, Chisholm Avenue on the east, and Lumsden Avenue on the 
south. The grounds for this objection are that the proposed boundary is 
contrary to both Guidelines (a) and (f). This community is known as the 
“Cedarvale Area” of the Borough of East York, and is focussed on the 
community facilities available at the corner of Cosburn and Cedarvale 
Avenues; namely the Stan Wadlow Clubhouse, the East York Curling 
Club, the Memorial Arena, the Kiwanis swimming pool, and Parkside 
Public School, all of which are located adjacent to that intersection. To 
cut this neighbourhood in half as proposed would be to confuse the elec- 
torate of the “Cedarvale Community” as to which Electoral District they 
belong, and is contrary to Guidelines (a) and (g). 


Moreover, the proposed southern boundary is even contrary to Guide- 
line (f), as it does not follow the new municipal ward boundaries 
between Wards 1 and 2 of the Borough of East York. The Commission 
should maintain the existing southern boundary running from the inter- 
section of Woodbine Avenue and O’Connor Drive, to the corner of 
Wakewood Street and Victoria Park Avenue. Barring this, the Commis- 
sion should change the proposed boundary to run from the intersection 
of Woodbine Avenue and O’Connor Drive through Taylor Creek Park, 
all the way to Dawes Road and then south along Dawes Road to the 
City limits, similar to the proposed southern projection down Cedarvale 
Avenue. This would then be in agreement with the Guidelines (a), (g), 
and (f) cited earlier, and it would follow the recently approved new 
municipal ward boundaries. 


3. Finally, objection is made to the Commission’s proposed boundary at 
the top north-west corner of Don Mills Riding. Although there have 
been no changes from the existing boundaries, it is recommended that 
the area south of the west-branch of the Don River, east of the City of 
Toronto boundary, and north of Lawrence Avenue East, should be 
included in the Electoral District of Don Mills. This very small area rep- 
resents only about five small streets which lie within the municipality of 
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the City of North York, and is considered to be part of the “Lawrence 
Park Community” of North York (the majority of which already lies in 
the Electoral District of Don Mills). The basis for this argument lies in 
Guidelines (a) and (h), since the residents of this community consider 
themselves as part of the Lawrence Park neighbourhood of North York, 
as well as the fact that accessibility to this area is through the Electoral 
District of Don Mills (that is, Lawrence Avenue East and Mildenhall 
Road). By adding this small community to Don Mills Riding, the Com- 
mission would be eliminating a small and unnecessary quirk in the elec- 
toral boundaries and thereby would be maintaining the community 
interest. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

Ernie L. Eves (Parry Sound) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 

Allan K. McLean (Simcoe East) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

Alan W. Pope (Cochrane South) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 


12. Myr. Eves—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Parry Sound-Nipissing-Renfrew on the grounds 
set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission did not give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that estab- 
lished the Commission. _ 


2. The Commission did not fully take into account the community or div- 
ersity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (a), of the June 
16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by amalgamating four 
organized municipalities from the County of Renfrew in particular, as 
well as a large portion of the District of Nipissing, with the existing Rid- 
ing of Parry Sound. 


3. The Commission needs to look more closely at the means of communica- 
tion as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of the June 16, 1983, 
Resolution of the Legislative Assembly as there is an absence of any sig- 
nificant shared means of communication (most specifically, newspapers) 
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that exist between and, in any way unite the affected municipalities in 
the County of Renfrew and the current Riding of Parry Sound. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (c), of the June 16, 1983, 
Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influences of 
Algonquin Park and the Ottawa River Valley which serve to separate 
and distinguish the municipalities in the County of Renfrew from organ- 
ized municipalities in the Districts of Parry Sound and Nipissing, result- 
ing in an Eastern Ontario orientation for municipalities located along 
the Ottawa River that is distinct from the Northern orientation that has 
characterized the Riding of Parry Sound since its creation exactly one 
hundred years ago. 


. The Commission did not look closely enough at population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d), of the June 16, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly in increasing the number of organized 
municipalities in the proposed Riding of Parry Sound-Nipissing-Ren- 
frew to forty from thirty-five. Currently, the riding encompasses more 
organized municipalities than any of the other 124 Provincial Electoral 
districts. At the same time, it appears that the Commission should look 
more carefully at the demands placed on the Member of the Provincial 
Parliament for the riding in question by the estimated 50,000 seasonal 
(summer) residents of the District of Parry Sound, thereby rendering 
more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


. The Commission did not give sufficient weight to the varying conditions 
and requirements regarding representation as between urban and rural 
Electoral Districts as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (e), of the 
June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by significantly 
expanding the size of one of the Province’s rural ridings and thus contri- 
buting to a decline in the level of rural representation in the Legislative 
Assembly to less than 22 per cent of the Province’s electoral districts. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of Electoral Districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative 
Assembly by extending the eastern boundary of the riding to the County 
of Renfrew and the Ottawa River despite the fact that the current east- 
ern boundary has been in place for almost twenty years and represents 
the most easterly extension of Parry Sound’s boundaries in the one hun- 
dred year history of the riding. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to special geographic 
considerations, including the accessibility of such regions or the size or 
shape thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (h), of the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by increasing the size of 
one of the Province’s largest ridings and in so doing, intensifying the 
already exorbitant time and travel demands associated with the repre- 
sentation of this riding. In order to travel from one of the western-most 
population centres, Parry Sound to the proposed eastern-most popula- 
tion centres, Deep River or Chalk River, travel time of at least four 
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hours is required, rendering more difficult adequate representation of 
the people in Parliament. 


9. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Philip W. Andrewes (Lincoln) 

Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 

Claude Bennett (Ottawa South) 

Sean Conway (Renfrew North) 

W. Donald Cousens (York Centre) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Larry Grossman (St. Andrew-St. Patrick) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Allan K. McLean (Simcoe East) 

Ronald K. McNeil (Elgin) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 

K. Ross Stevenson (Durham- York) 
Noble Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 


13. Mr. Turner—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Peterborough on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and community of interest factors when planning 
the redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, which 
factors are specifically provided for in the Resolution to the Legislative 
Assembly which established the Commission under date of June 16, 
1983. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
existing traditional and historical boundaries, and community of interest 
and other factors as contained in the Resolution, by removing that part 
of the City of Peterborough which lies east of the Otonabee River. Resi- 

‘dents of this area would be disadvantaged if they were to be realigned 
and would be denied the kind of representation in the Legislature to 
which they are entitled. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
existing boundaries of municipalities or wards thereof by suggesting that 
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the part of the City of Peterborough lying east of the Otonabee River be 
part of the Hastings-Peterborough Electoral District thus effectively iso- 
lating all residents of that area together with cultural, educational, 
health care, religious, social services, business and industrial facilities 
from their established community of interest and means of communica- 
tion and travel, from the rest of the City of Peterborough, thereby ren- 
dering more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parlia- 
ment. 


4. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to representa- 
tions made to it during public hearings in May, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 

John Lane (Algoma-Manitoulin) 

Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 

W. Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 

Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 

Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 

Noble Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 
Douglas J. Wiseman (Lanark) 


14. Mr. Treleaven—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Oxford on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the wishes of 
the residents of Tillsonburg who the Commission admits, made many 
representations protesting the proposed separation of Tillsonburg from 
the Oxford Electoral District. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Oxford which 
have existed almost exactly in its present form since 1933. 


3. The Commission has failed to give adequate consideration to the fact 
that all municipal services in Tillsonburg, including public health, 
library services, the educational system, hospital services, and garbage 
disposal, are a part of Oxford County services and as such can be better 
represented within a single Electoral District. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 
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Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 
Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 

Philip A. Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Jack Johnson (Wellington-Dufferin-Peel) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 

Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 
Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 


15. Mr. Sterling—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral Districts of Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry and 
Leeds Grenville on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1S 


The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
family, economic and community of interest factors for the County of 
Grenville. 


. The Commission failed to recognize the desire of the residents of the 


County of Grenville that they remain as one unit and not be divided into 
two separate ridings. As there was no notice that a division of Grenville 
County was being contemplated, the residents of Grenville do not 
believe they have had an opportunity to be heard. 


. The Commission failed to take notice that the County of Grenville looks 


in two directions, to the west and to the north. Local governments are 
tied together under the United Counties of Leeds and Grenville. Most 
services offered or supported by the Provincial Government are admin- 
istered on a County or United County basis. Economic and transporta- 
tion factors draw the County of Grenville to the Regional Municipality 
of Ottawa-Carleton. With the completion of Highway 416 expected in 
the next five years, these ties will become stronger. 


Therefore, the Commission failed to recognize that the people of Gren- 
ville wish to remain as one unit and that they wish to remain with part 
of the Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton or be joined to the 
County of Leeds. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


George Ashe (Durham West) 
Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie L. Eves (Parry Sound) 
Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
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Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Howard Sheppard (Northumberland) 
Yuri Shymko (High Park-Swansea) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 


16. Mr. Eakins—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Victoria-Haliburton on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. That the Commission was insufficiently guided by the items which were 
set out in the Terms of Reference dated the 16 of June, 1983, and 
amended on the 30 of November, 1984, set out in the resolution as Items 
A to H in setting up the Electoral District of Victoria-Haliburton. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tion made to it to maintain the historic representation provided to repre- 
sent the rural constituencies in the County of Victoria in the past. 


3. The elimination of the Township of Manvers would unnecessarily con- 
fuse the constituents, following their joining the County of Victoria in 
1974; and would disrupt rural representation in the Legislative Assem- 
bly of Ontario. 


4, The Commission did not redistribute population equally across the 
Province. 


5. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the Winter and Spring of 
1984. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham-Kent) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
James McGuigan (Kent-Elgin) 

Bob Mc Kessock (Grey) 

Steve Offer (Mississauga North) 

Hugh P. O’Neil (Quinte) 

Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 

Douglas R. Reycraft (Middlesex) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 


17. Mr. Sorbara—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of York North on the grounds set forth here- 
inafter: 
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a” 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to geographical, 


political, and demographic factors when planning the redistribution of 
electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which are specifically 
provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) in the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that established the Com- 
mission. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 


the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by amalgamating with the proposed Electoral District York Ontario, a 
distinct and separate community, the Town of Whitchurch-Stouffville, 
which Town traditionally identifies with organized neighbourhoods rep- 
resented by homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the 
proposed Electoral District of York North. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 


munication as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area of the Town of Whitchurch- 
Stouffville and the proposed Electoral District of York Ontario. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 


specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d), of the June 16, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly. No recognition has been taken of the 
enormous population growth in the existing Electoral District of York 
since 1981. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Joseph Cordiano (Downsview) 

Alvin Curling (Scarborough North) 

John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 

Rick E. Ferraro (Wellington South) 

Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 

James D. Henderson (Humber) 

Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 

Joan Smith (London South) 

Lawrence South (Frontenac-Addington) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


Mr. South—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
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ing the Electoral District of Frontenac-Addington on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the following factors: historical, community interests, population diver- 
gence from the desired average when planning the redistribution of elec- 
toral boundaries within the Province of Ontario. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to both the oral 
and written presentations made to it during the public hearings in King- 
ston on May 7, 1984. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the traditional 
attachments and associations, both political and social of Pittsburgh 
Township with the rest of the County of Frontenac when it recom- 
mended that Pittsburgh Township be severed from the riding of Fronte- 
nac-Addington. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham-Kent) 

James Bradley (St. Catharines) 

John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Rick E. Ferraro (Wellington South) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
James D. Henderson (Humber) 

Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 

Gilles Morin (Carleton East) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

David W. Smith (Lambton) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


19. Mr. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk)—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of 
the House of November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an 
objection to the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries 
Commission respecting the Electoral District of Haldimand-Norfolk on the 
grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. That the Commission failed to give adequate attention and considera- 
tion to geographical, political and demographic factors when planning 
the redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion. 


2. That the Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the 
physical, economic and community of interest factors, thus making dif- 
ficult adequate representation in the Legislature. 
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3. That the Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the exist- 
ing electoral boundaries which have remained virtually unchanged, 
both provincially and federally since the formation of the Regional 
Municipality of Haldimand-Norfolk by the Province in 1974. The pro- 
posed boundaries are divisive. 


4. That the Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the 
representations made to the Commission during the public hearings in 
April, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham-Kent) 

James Bradley (St. Catharines) 

John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

Vincent Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) 
Robert Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 


20. Mr. Haggerty—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Erie on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the physical, social 
and economic cohesion of existing electoral boundaries, Welland South 
—Erie, and did not understand the question of community interest, rec- 
reational interest along the southern boundary of Lake Erie. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration when proposing 
to divide the City of Niagara Falls between the Electoral Boundaries of 
Niagara Falls and Erie Riding with respect to the varying conditions 
and requirements between urban and rural districts. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the average popula- 
tion quota (plus or minus 25%) as required by the June 16, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly, based on the average population. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the 3,500 house- 
holders not listed due to their citizenship living along the shoreline of 
Lake Erie who also require representation by the elected Member of 
Parliament. 
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5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Herbert Epp (Waterloo North) 
Bernard C. Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Gordon I. Miller (Haldimand-Norfolk) 
Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

David W. Smith (Lambton) 

Gregory Sorbara (York North) 

Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 


21. Mr. Mitchell—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Carleton on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


That the Commission failed to give adequate attention to all of the rep- 
resentations made to the Commission during the public sittings that 
were held in the month of May, 1984. 


And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Ernie Eves (Parry Sound) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

John Lane (Algoma-Manitoulin) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 

Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 
John M. Turner (Peterborough) 

Noble A. Villeneuve (Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry) 


22. Mr. Elston—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Huron-Bruce on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission was insufficiently guided by the items which were set 
out in the Terms of Reference dated the 16 of June, 1983, and amended 
on the 30 of November, 1984, set out in the resolution as Items A to H in 
seting up the Electoral District of Huron-Bruce. 
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2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tion made to it to maintain the historic representation provided to repre- 
sent the rural constituencies in the Counties of Huron and Bruce in the 
past. 


3. The elimination of one riding in the Huron, Bruce, Grey and Middlesex 
area would seriously erode rural representation in the Legislative 
Assembly of Ontario. 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the Winter and Spring of 
1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 

James McGuigan (Kent-Elgin) 

Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Hugh O’Neil (Quinte) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

David W. Smith (Lambton) 

Gregory Sorbara (York North) 

Larry South (Frontenac-Addington) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


23. Mr. McKessock—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to 
the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Grey on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. That the Commission failed to give adequate attention and considera- 
tion to geographical, political and demographic factors when planning 
the redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion. 


2. That the Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the 
physical, economic and community of interest factors, thus making dif- 
ficult adequate representation in the Legislature. The Commission 
changed the Riding from predominantly rural to predominantly urban. 


3. When four ridings were changed into three, the Commission failed to 
give adequate consideration to the value of rural representation to the 
Province, in upholding our basic industry, agriculture and tourism. 
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4. That the Commission did not give adequate consideration to all of the 
representations made to the Commission during the public hearings in 
April, 1984. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 
Rick Ferraro (Wellington South) 
Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

James D. Henderson (Humber) 
Donald S. Knight (Halton-Burlington) 
Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
Gilles Morin (Carleton East) 

Jack Riddell (Huron-Middlesex) 
Tony Ruprecht (Parkdale) 
Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 


24. Mr. Ruprecht—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Parkdale on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) 
through (h) in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
that established the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16th, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assem- 
bly by amalgamating a distinct community found within the present 
Riding of Dovercourt. 


3. In particular, with respect to the proposal to separate the Northern sec- 
tions of the present boundaries from its Southern community, the Com- 
mission failed to recognize: 


(i) historical and existing municipal boundaries; 
(ii) the existing and traditional boundaries of Electoral Districts. 
4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing bounda- 
ries of municipalities or wards thereof as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 


section (f), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by discounting the influence of existing and traditional municipal ward 
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boundaries which serve to distinguish neighbourhood organizations. By 
amalgamating a large portion of Ward 4 with Ward 2 and displacing 
Wards 1 and 3 of the existing Riding it appears that the Commission 
failed to give due consideration to the demands placed on the Member 
of the Provincial Parliament for the Riding in question, thereby render- 
ing more difficult adequate representation of the people in Parliament. 


5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


John Eakins (Victoria-Haliburton) 
James McGuigan (Kent-Elgin) 
Bob McKessock (Grey) 

Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
Gilles Morin (Carleton East) 

Lily Munro (Hamilton Centre) 
Hugh O’Neil (Quinte) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 
David W. Smith (Lambton) 

Joan Smith (London South) 
Gregory Sorbara (York North) 
Christopher C. Ward (Wentworth North) 


25. Mr. Stevenson—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of 
November 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to 
the provisions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commis- 
sion respecting the Electoral District of Durham-York on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
community of interests amongst the Townships of Brock, Uxbridge, 
Georgina, East Gwillimbury and the Township of Scugog and the 
northern portion of the Township of Pickering, thereby ignoring the 
common distinctly agricultural nature of these communities and their 
common dependence on tourism and small businesses. 


2. The Commission failed to give sufficient consideration to the topograph- 
ical features of the riding; specifically the similar demands and needs of 
the communities along the shores of Lake Simcoe and Lake Scugog. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the ease of transpor- 
tation and communication, and the social and historic links arising from 
them, connecting the Township of Scugog and the northern areas of the 
Township of Pickering to the areas within the proposed constituency of 
York-Ontario. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the requirements 
regarding representation as between urban and rural Electoral Districts 
by including the predominantly rural Township of Scugog and the 
northern portions of the Township of Pickering with the mostly non-ru- 
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ral, non-agricultural areas to their south, thereby rendering more diffi- 
cult adequate representation of the people in the Legislature. 


5. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the population 
trends of the Township of Scugog and the northern portions of the 
Township of Pickering and their similarity to the population trends of 
the area included in the proposed Electoral Boundaries of York-Ontario 
and their dissimilarity to the population trends of the areas to their 
south. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Reuben Baetz (Ottawa West) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
Ernie L. Eves (Parry Sound) 
Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 
Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 
Nicholas G. Leluk (York West) 
Bruce McCaffrey (Armourdale) 
Robert C. Mitchell (Carleton) 
Peter Partington (Brock) 

Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Norman Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 


26. Mr. Hayes—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Essex North on the grounds set forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the existing 
and traditional boundaries of the Electoral District of Essex North. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the difficulty 
of representing a large number of individual communities. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing munici- 
pal boundaries. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Marion Bryden (Beaches-Woodbine) 
Dave Cooke (Windsor-Riverside) 

Ruth A. Grier (Lakeshore) 

Richard F. Johnston (Scarborough West) 
Floyd Laughren (Nickel Belt) 

Elie W. Martel (Sudbury East) 
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Gilles Pouliot (Lake Nipigon) 
David Ramsay (Timiskaming) 
Melvin L. Swart (Welland-Thorold) 
Bud Wildman (Algoma) 


Mr. Allen—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Hamilton West on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


i: 


The Commission failed to give adequate attention to the physical, social 
and economic cohesion in many of the new proposed electoral districts 
and seemed to, and indeed did ignore the matter of community of inter- 
ests, thus making more difficult the just representation of the population 
in Parliament. 


. By combining the western portion of Hamilton Mountain with the west- 


ern residential suburbs below the mountain, the Commission has delib- 
erately ignored the radically distinct patterns of transport, social inter- 
course, institutional development, etc., the escarpment has imposed, 
and which will make service and representation of the riding much more 
difficult. 


. The Commission ignored the long standing practice in Hamilton of 


designing political boundaries of city wards and federal constituencies 
that respect the foregoing considerations, knowing from local experience 
their seriousness. 


. The Commission ignored representations made to it on these grounds 


during the public hearings. 


. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 


applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Dave Cooke (Windsor-Riverside) 

Jim Foulds (Port Arthur) 

Evelyn Gigantes (Ottawa Centre) 

Tony Grande (Oakwood) 

Tony Lupusella (Dovercourt) 

Ross McClellan (Bellwoods) 

Karl Morin-Strom (Sault Ste. Marie) 

David Reville (Riverdale) 

Melvin L. Swart (Welland-Thorold) 

David W. Warner (Scarborough-Ellesmere) 


Mr. Morin—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
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ing the Electoral District of Carleton-East on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. That the Commission failed to give adequate attention and considera- 
tion to geographical, historic, political and demographic factors includ- 
ing the diversity of language interests, existing boundaries of municipal- 
ities and wards thereof and the physical and social cohesion of the 
riding. 


2. By removing the area bounded by the Queensway on the south, Blair 
Road on the east, Montreal Road on the north and St. Laurent Blvd. on 
the west, hereinafter referred to as the subject area, from the former 
boundaries of Carleton-East on the expressed grounds of enchancing the 
francophone interest in Ottawa-East, the Commission has failed to pre- 
serve the former mosaic of Carleton-East and has contributed towards 
creating a francophone enclave. 


. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the major 
topographical division created by St. Laurent Blvd. which at the mate- 
rial locations is a busy divided six lane thoroughfare separating the com- 
munities on either side. 


4. The Commission failed to consider that the subject area, which is 
mostly within the City of Gloucester, has traditionally shared cultural 
and recreational facilities with the other residents of the City of Glouces- 
ter residing in Carleton-East. 


5. In March, 1985, the Ontario Municipal Board divided the City of Glou- 
cester into wards. Those portions of the subject area within the bounda- 
ries of the City of Gloucester were placed in the Gloucester North Ward 
with other Gloucester communities to the east of the subject area. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Robert Callahan (Brampton) 
David R. Cooke (Kitchener) 

Rick E. Ferraro (Wellington South) 
René Fontaine (Cochrane North) 
James D. Henderson (Humber) 
Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 
Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) 
Claudio Polsinelli (Yorkview) 
Douglas Reycraft (Middlesex) 

Jack Riddell (Huron-Middlesex) 
David W. Smith (Lambton) 


29. Mr. Wrye—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
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sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Windsor-Sandwich on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
social or economic cohesion in many of the new electoral districts cre- 
ated and appeared to ignore and did ignore the question of unity and 
community interest and thereby rendering more difficult adequate rep- 
resentation of the people in the Legislative Assembly. 


2. The placement of an area south of Grand Marais Road, east of Domin- 
ion Boulevard, north of Cabana Road West and west of Dougall Ave- 
nue outside the boundaries of Windsor-Sandwich ignores the physical, 
social and economic cohesion of the core area of south Windsor and 
ignores community of interest. 


3. The Commission ignored the representations made to the Commission 
on behalf of the various individuals and groups, none of whom made 
proposals similar to the Commission’s proposals. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) 
Robert Nixon (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk) 
Jack Riddell (Huron-Middlesex) 

Edward Sargent (Grey-Bruce) 

John Sweeney (Kitchener-Wilmot) 
Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 


30. Mr. Bennett—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Ottawa South on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
special geographic considerations, regarding the northeastern boundary 
that will continue to remain a major artery (The Queensway) with the 
exception of a small portion of the riding of Ottawa South, a community 
known as Sandy Hill. This small community is separated from the rest 
of the riding by a ten-lane highway and would be better served to be 
part of the larger remain, known as the riding of Ottawa East. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the proposed southern boundaries. In leaving the southern boundary as 
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Walkley Road, two residential communities, mainly Riverside Park 
South and Hunt Club, will be represented by a Member whose main 
population base is in the adjacent City of Gloucester. Furthermore, 
these two communities, and more specifically, the southernmost posi- 
tion of the existing Riding of Ottawa South are totally integrated by 
means of joint community associations; City recreation facilities, com- 
munity newspapers and so on. This area should, in my opinion, remain 
within the boundaries of Ottawa South. 


3. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
Carleton University and the adjacent residential area being removed 
from the riding of Ottawa South. This facility and residential area 
should be kept together, however the community is very much a part of 
the same community existing on the east side of Bank Street, the pro- 
posed boundary, It would be detrimental to have this neighbourhood 
split in such a way and to be represented by two different Provincial 
Members. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Philip Andrewes (Lincoln) 

Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 

Leo Bernier (Kenora) 

Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 

George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 

Bob Mitchell (Carleton) 

Jim Pollock (Hastings-Peterborough) 
Norman W. Sterling (Carleton-Grenville) 
Dennis Timbrell (Don Mills) 


31. Myr. Davis—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Scarborough Centre on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the geographic, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of Electoral Boundaries within the Province, factors 
which are specifically included in the terms of reference of the Commis- 
sion. 


2. By adding the area west of the C.N. tracks and west of Midland Ave- 
nue, the Commission has failed to take into account that the tracks form 
the natural boundary between the communities. 
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3. The Commission ignored the representations made to the Commission 
on behalf of various individuals and groups, none of whom made pro- 
posals similar to the Commission’s proposals. 


4. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 

Luc Guindon (Cornwall) 

Cameron Jackson (Burlington South) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 

David McFadden (Eglinton) 

Terry O’Connor (Oakville) 

Peter Partington (Brock) 

Jack Pierce (Rainy River) 

Earl Rowe (Simcoe Centre) 


32. Myr. Ashe—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Durham Centre on the grounds set forth herein- 
after: 


1. The Commission failed to heed the representations of the citizens of the 
Town of Whitby that the total municipality should remain intact. 


2. The Commission failed to recognize the community of interest built up 
within the Town of Whitby since the amalgamation of the former Town 
and the former Township of Whitby. 


3. The Commission failed to recognize existing boundaries of municipali- 
ties or wards thereof; The existing and traditional boundaries of elec- 
toral districts; both ommissions in direct conflict with the Commission’s 
terms of reference. 


4. The Commission failed to recognize that when the Region of Durham 
was formed in 1973 following an in depth planning and development 
study that the Town of Whitby as constituted was the only Municipality 
within the new region to not undergo a boundary change. This was an 
obvious recognition of the Town of Whitby-north and south-being an 
appropriate political entity. 


5. The current member for Durham West representing the Town of 
Whitby for the past eight years is very much aware of the community 
and the citizens therein. Said member has not heard of even one citizen 
in the community speaking in support of splitting the Town for Provin- 
cial Electoral purposes. 
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6. A Municipality must be split when it’s population is too large to be 
accommodated within the maximums of a Provincial Constituency. 
This is not the case with the Town of Whibty. 


It recommended, that the new Electoral District of Durham Centre 
comprise the complete Town of Whitby and a smaller unit of the City of 
Oshawa necessary to satisfy the normal population requirements. 


7. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Philip Andrewes (Lincoln) 
Claude Bennett (Ottawa South) 
Mike Breaugh (Oshawa) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
Phil Gillies (Brantford) 

James K. Gordon (Sudbury) 
Bud Gregory (Mississauga East) 
Michael Harris (Nipissing) 
George McCague (Dufferin-Simcoe) 
Bob Runciman (Leeds) 

Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 
Ross Stevenson (Durham York) 


33. Mr. Riddell—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Huron-Middlesex on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: i 


1. That the Commission was insufficiently guided by the items which were 
set out in the Terms of Reference dated the 16 of June, 1983, and 
amended on the 30 of November, 1984, set out in the resolution as Items 
A to H in setting up the Electoral District of Huron-Middlesex. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the representa- 
tion made to it to maintain the historic representation provided to repre- 
sent the rural constituencies in the Counties of Huron and Middlesex in 
the past. 


3. The elimination of one riding in the Huron, Bruce, Grey and Middlesex 
area would seriously erode rural representation in the Legislative 
Assembly of Ontario. 


4. The Commission did not give adequate consideration to all the repre- 
sentations made to the Commission during the Winter and Spring of 
1984. 
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5. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Murray Elston (Huron-Bruce) 

Ray Haggerty (Erie) 

Remo Mancini (Essex South) 

James McGuigan (Kent-Elgin) 

Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 

Ian G. Scott (St. David) 

Gregory Sorbara (York North) 

Ronald G. Van Horne (London North) 
Bill Wrye (Windsor-Sandwich) 


34. Mr. Offer—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of November 
30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the provi- 
sions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission respect- 
ing the Electoral District of Mississauga North on the grounds set forth here- 
inafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that estab- 
lished the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
the community or diversity of interests as specified in Paragraph 6, sub- 
section (a), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly 
by failing to recognize a distinct and separate community the former 
Town of Malton, with traditional organized neighbourhoods repre- 
sented by homeowners and/or residents’ associations, contained in the 
existing Riding of Mississauga North. 


In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interest thereby rendering more difficult adequate representa- 
tion of the people in Parliament. 


3. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the means of com- 
munication as specified in Paragraph 6, Subsection (b), of the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by failing to recognize the 
absence of any significant intra-riding communication that exists 
between and in any way unites the area north of Eglinton Avenue with 
the current Riding of Mississauga North. 


4. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of the June 16, 
1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discounting the influ- 
ence of existing major roadways, Highway No. 10 on the west and the 


42 


Queen Elizabeth Highway on the south, which have tended to serve as 
natural geographic barriers between communities of people. 


5. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of electoral districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative 
Assembly by existing the northern boundary of the Riding to the city 
limit, despite the fact that the current northern boundary, Eglinton 
Avenue or any configuration thereof between such and Burnhamthorpe 
Road East, represents a natural extension in comparison to existing 
ward boundaries, and preserves the physical, social and economic cohe- 
sion of the present electoral district. 


6. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Maurice Bossy (Chatham Kent) 

René Fontaine (Cochrane North) 

Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 
Bernard Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
James D. Henderson (Humber) 
Donald S. Knight (Halton-Burlington) 
Monte Kwinter (Wilson Heights) 
Bernard Newman (Windsor-Walkerville) 
Jean Poirier (Prescott-Russell) 
Douglas Reycraft (Middlesex) 

Ian G. Scott (St. David) 

Gregory Sorbara (York North) 


35. Mr. Shymko—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of High Park-Swansea on the grounds set 
forth hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to the historical 
trend of the electoral boundary changes since the turn of the century of 
the former Electoral District of High Park to the present Electoral Dis- 
trict of High Park-Swansea which was always in a westerly direction, 
reflecting the demographic changes, the pattern and mobility of popula- 
tion trends, and preserving the commonality of an integral community. 
The proposed shift of the north eastern boundary in an easterly direction 
as outlined in the Commission’s revised proposal is a significant and 
unusual reversal of this historical trend. 


2. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the written and oral 
presentations made to the Commission during the public sittings that 
were held in Toronto on May 17, 1984 which supported the Commis- 
sion’s initial proposals (a) for the northern, western and southern bound- 
aries of the Electoral District of High Park-Swansea as accurately 
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reflecting the natural boundaries of the riding following St. Clair Ave- 
nue West and Dundas Street West to the Humber River and south to 
Lake Ontario, and (b) for keeping the existing north eastern boundary 
following the Canadian National and the Canadian Pacific Railway 
lines as an indisputable natural boundary. 


. In so doing, the Commission ignored the question of unity and com- 
munity interests of traditional organized neighbourhoods which histori- 
cally and socially have always been closely tied, sharing common local 
centres on both sides of Jane Street, Annette Street and Runnymede 
Road south of St. Clair Avenue West and their social, business, profes- 
sional, cultural recreational activities. 


. The Commission failed to give adequate consideration to and indeed did 
ignore the question of community of interest by extending the present 
north eastern boundary to include the area east of the CN-CP railway 
lines to Caledonia Road and the CN track south of St. Clair Avenue 
West and north of Bloor Street West. There is no common community 
of interests of High Park-Swansea and the residents of this northern 
area of the present Electoral District of Parkdale. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the topographical 
and geographic features as specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (b), of 
the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly by discount- 
ing the existing CN-CP railways on the east and the Humber River on 
the west and the major arterial road of St. Clair Avenue West on the 
north which have tended to serve as natural boundaries between com- 
munities of people. The Commission has given precedence to such 
important natural boundaries over municipal boundaries as is reflected 
by the Commission’s initial as well as revised proposals affecting a num- 
ber of electoral districts within Metropolitan Toronto. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of electoral districts when it extended the north east- 
ern boundary beyond its present natural geographic barrier (CN-CP 
railway lines) instead of extending the present north western boundary, 
as the Commission initially proposed in 1984, which represents a natu- 
ral extention to a natural topographical barrier (the Humber River) that 
would preserve and unify the physical, social and economic cohesion of 
an integral community within the present electoral district. 


. The Commission failed to give due consideration to population trends as 
specified in Paragraph 6, subsection (d), of the June 16, 1983, Resolu- 
tion of the Legislative Assembly by reversing its original.proposal for the 
northwestern boundary which would have increased the present popula- 
tion by 11,404 (1981 Census) in addition to expected future growth con- 
siderations of approximately 2,600 within 2 years in light of current 
major residential projects and a further potential of 10,000 within the 
next decade pending the development of the Stockyards district. 
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8. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bill Barlow (Cambridge) 
Andrew S. Brandt (Sarnia) 
Gordon H. Dean (Wentworth) 
Robert G. Elgie (York East) 
Bud Gregory (Mississauga West) 
Nicholas Leluk (York West) 
Robert W. Runciman (Leeds) 
Bette Stephenson (York Mills) 
Richard L. Treleaven (Oxford) 
John Turner (Peterborough) 


36. Mr. Mancini—Motion—That, pursuant to the Order of the House of Novem- 
ber 30, 1984, consideration be given by the House to an objection to the pro- 
visions of the Report of the Ontario Electoral Boundaries Commission 
respecting the Electoral District of Essex South on the grounds set forth 
hereinafter: 


1. The Commission failed to give adequate attention and consideration to 
geographical, political and demographic factors when planning the 
redistribution of electoral boundaries within the Province, factors which 
are specifically provided for by Paragraph 6, subsections (a) through (h) 
in the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative Assembly that estab- 
lished the Commission. 


2. The Commission failed to give due consideration to the existing and tra- 
ditional boundaries of Electoral Districts as specified in Paragraph 6, 
subsection (g), of the June 16, 1983, Resolution of the Legislative 
Assembly by dividing the Essex South Riding east and west instead of 
the traditional north and south. 


3. The Commission failed to appreciate that the Essex South Riding has 
been virtually the same for over 100 years. The Commission failed to 
give consideration to the fact that in Essex County the wardens are elec- 
ted on a north-south basis and this restricting pattern reinforces the pro- 
vincial electoral boundaries. 


4. The elimination of one riding in the Windsor and Essex County area 
erodes rural representation in the Legislative Assembly of Ontario. 


5. The Commission unfairly places Leamington, the largest urban centre 
in Essex County, in a Kent County constituency. 


6. The Commission failed to give and pay proper attention to the physical, 
family, economic and community of interest factors. 
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7. And such other objections that the undersigned Members may consider 
applicable in order to carry out the spirit and terms and conditions of 
the redistribution of Ontario Electoral Districts. 


Signatures of Members supporting this Motion: 


Bob Callahan (Brampton) 

Sean Conway (Renfrew North) 
Joseph Cordiano (Downsview) 
Alvin Curling (Scarborough North) 
Herb Epp (Waterloo North) 

René Fontaine (Cochrane-North) 
Ed Fulton (Scarborough East) 
Bernard Grandmaitre (Ottawa East) 
Vincent G. Kerrio (Niagara Falls) 
John Lane (Algoma-Manitoulin) 

Ian Scott (St. David) 

David Smith (Lambton) 

David Warner (Scarborough-Ellesmere) 
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QUESTIONS 


(Questions are to appear on the day after they are tabled and on every 

subsequent day in the week they are tabled and then subsequently only on each 

Monday until an Answer (other than an Interim Answer) is tabled. A question 
tabled on a Friday will appear on each day of the following week.) 


5. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information on Ontario Government employees for every Ministry 
in Government: 1. Ministry. 2. Number of classified employees. 3. Number 
of classified employees who are of visible minority origin. 4. Position held in 
the ministry by each of the employees who are of visible minority origin. 
June 17, 1985. 


6. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information on Ontario Government part-time and contract 
employees (unclassified) for every Ministry in Government: 1. Ministry. 2. 
Number of unclassified employees. 3. Number of classified employees who 
are of visible minority origin. 4. Position held in ministry by each unclassi- 
fied employee of visible minority origin. June 17, 1985. 


7. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information on the 3,900 appointed positions with the 700 agen- 
cies, boards and commissions responsible to the Ontario Government. Will 
the Minister prepare the data under the following heading: 1. Name of 
agency, board and commission. 2. No. of appointed positions for each agen- 
cy, board and commission. 3. No. of appointed positions for each agency, 
board and commission who are of visible minority origin. 4. Position held 
by the appointed persons for each agency, board and commission, of per- 
sons who are of visible minority origin. June 17, 1985. 


8. Myr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table a 
summary of the third language skills on Ontario Government employees, 
under the heading: 1. Ministry. 2. No. of classified employees. 3. No. of full 
time employees that speak one third language. 4. No. of full time employees 
that speak 2 to 5 languages other than English and French. 5. Position held 
in the ministry by each of the employees fluent in a third language. 6. Total 
number of third languages spoken in the Ministry. Will the Minister provide 
the information for every ministry in government. June 1 7, 1985. 


9. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table a 
summary of the third language skills on Ontario Government employees, 
under the heading: 1. Ministry. 2. No. of classified employees. 3. No. of 
unclassified employees that speak a third language. 4. Number of unclassi- 
fied employees that speak 2 to 5 languages: other than English and French. 
5. Position held in the ministry by each of the employees fluent in a third 
language. 6. Total number of third languages spoken in the Ministry. Will 
the Minister provide the information for every ministry in government. 
June 17, 1985. 
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10. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table a 
summary of the third language skills of the 3,900 appointed positions with 
the 700 agencies, boards and commissions responsible to the Ontario Gov- 
ernment. Will the Minister prepare the information under the following 
headings: a) Persons who speak on third language. b) Persons who speak 2-5 
languages other than English and French. c) Position held. June 17, 1985. 


11. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible inform 
the House whether or not the four recommendations made by the Ontario 
Advisory Council on Multiculturalism and Citizenship in its report of Feb- 
ruary 1982, titled “Task Force on Equal Opportunity” were accepted, 
namely: 1. (a) that the Government of Ontario adopt the principle of equal 
opportunity in the selection process to ensure that in appointments to public 
agencies, candidates can adequately reflect the multicultural and multi- 
racial diversity of Ontario; (b) that the Government of Ontario assess and 
review the criteria for appointments, the selection process and composition 
of the public agencies in Ontario; 2. (a) that the inventory of residents of 
Ontario who are qualified to serve on public agencies be expanded to ade- 
quately reflect the multicultural diversity of our population; (b) that the 
Government of Ontario encourage the ethnic groups to suggest candidates 
from their respective communities who could be considered for inclusion in 
the inventory; 3. (a) the Government of Ontario announce all vacancies in 
the public agencies; (b) that these vacancies be publicized in such a way to 
ensure that this information reaches all socio-economic levels of Ontario 
society; (c) that the Government of Ontario publicize vacancies in the ethnic 
media to ensure that qualified members of the ethnocultural communities 
are aware of the existence of such vacancies in the public agencies; 4. That 
the Premier and Government of Ontario in their appointment policy con- 
sider the principle of equitable representation based on merit and qualifica- 
tions reflecting the ethnic composition of Ontario society in all public agen- 
cies, councils, boards and commissions that come under government 
jurisdiction. Will the Minister indicate what specific actions have been 
taken to implement the above recommendations. June 17, 1985. 


12. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the 6/49 Lottery: a) Number of tickets sold 
for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) The 
amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the Treas- 
ury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid out in 
prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d).-The amount of dollars paid out or retained 
by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) The 
amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. f) 
The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by 6/49 in the 1982 fiscal year, which was 
not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. June 17, 
1985. 


13. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Lottario Lottery: a) Number of tickets 
sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) The 
amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the Treas- 
ury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid out in 
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prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or retained 

by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) The | 
amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. f) | 
The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by Lottario in the 1982 fiscal year, which 

was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 


14. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Super Loto Lottery: a) Number of tick- 
ets sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the 
Treasury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid 
out in prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or 
retained by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) 
The amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. 
f) The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery in the 1982 fiscal year, 
which was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 


————— 


15. Myr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Wintario Lottery: a) Number of tickets 
sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) The 
amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the Treas- 
ury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid out in 
prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or retained 
by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) The 
amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. f) 
The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) ; 
The amount of dollars generated by this Wintario in the 1982 fiscal year, 
which was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 1 


16. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the ; 
following information regarding the Provincial Lottery: a) Number of tick- q 
ets sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the 
Treasury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid 
out in prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or 
retained by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) 
The amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. 
f) The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery in the 1982 fiscal year, 
which was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 





17. Mr. Laughren—Enquiry of the Ministry—Would the Minister of Natural 
Resources provide a list of the companies whose Forest Management Agree- 
ments will be up for their first five-year review during 1985 and 1986 and 
indicate the specific dates foreach agreement. July 5, 1985. 
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GOVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS 


Second Reading Bill 1, An Act to revise the Family Law Reform Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 3, An Act respecting Actions arising from Transboundary 
Pollution between Ontario and reciprocating Jurisdictions. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 7, An Act to amend certain Ontario Statutes to conform 
to section 15 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 8, An Act to amend certain Ontario Statutes to conform 
to section 6 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 9, An Act to establish the Ministry of Skills Development. 
Mr. Gillies. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 11, An Act to revise the Change of Name Act. Myr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 12, An Act to amend the Children’s Law Reform Act. 
Mr. Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 13, An Act to amend the Vital Statistics Act. Mr. Pope. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 14, An Act respecting the Enforcement of Support and 
Custody Orders. My. Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 15, An Act to amend the Creditors’ Relief Act. Mr. 
Pope. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 16, An Act to amend the Public: Commercial Vehicles 
Act. Mr. McCague. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 17, An Act to amend the Highway Traffic Act. Mr. 
McCague. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 18, An Act to amend the Off-Road Vehicles Act, 1983. 
Mr. McCague. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 22, An Act to amend certain Acts representing Regional 
Municipalities. Myr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 23, An Act to amend certain Acts in relation to Line 
Fences. Mr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 24, An Act to amend the Regional Municipality of 
Hamilton-Wentworth Act. Mr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 
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Second Reading Bill 25, An Act to amend the District Municipality of 
Muskoka Act. Mr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 26, An Act to amend the Municipality of Metropolitan 
Toronto Act. Mr. Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 27, An Act to amend the Municipal Elections Act. Mr. 
Timbrell. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 28, An Act to amend the Education Act. Mr. Grossman. 
PRINTED.* 


Second Reading Bill 29, An Act to revise the Mining Act. Mr. Harris. 
PRINTED.* 


Second Reading Bill 30, An Act to amend the Education Act. Mr. Conway. 
PRINTED.* 


Second Reading Bill 32, An Act to amend the Workers’ Compensation Act. 
Mr. Wrye. PRINTED. 


Resuming the Adjourned Debate on the Motion for Consideration of Objec- 
tions to the Report upon the Redistribution of Ontario into Electoral Dis- 
tricts. 


*Lieutenant Governor’s Recommendation received. 
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PRIVATE MEMBERS’ PUBLIC BILLS AND ORDERS 













Second Reading Bill 4, An Act respecting Advertising by Governmenta 
Organizations. Mr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 5, An Act to amend the Election Finances Reform Act. 
Mr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 6, An Act respecting the Rights of Non-Unionized 
Workers. Mr. Haggerty. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 10, An Act to amend the Labour Relations Act. Mr. 
Haggerty. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 19, An Act to relieve Persons from Liability in respect of 
voluntary Emergency Medical and First Aid Services. Mr. Haggerty. 
PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 20, An Act to ensure the Regeneration and Reforestation 
of Forests in Ontario. Mr. Foulds. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 21, An Act to amend the Animals for Research Act. Mr. 
Philip. PRINTED. 


Second Reading Bill 31, An Act to amend the Homes for the Aged and Rest 
Homes Act. Mr. Warner. PRINTED. 


4. 


NOTICES 
GOVERNMENT MOTIONS 


Debated July 5, 1985. 
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PRIVATE MEMBERS’ MOTIONS 


1. Mr. Johnston (Scarborough West)—Resolution—That in the opinion of this 
House, the Province of Ontario, Canada, should declare itself a Nuclear 
Arms Free Zone, and the Government should prohibit the deployment of 
nuclear weapons in Ontario, the testing of nuclear weapons and associated | 
equipment in the Province, the construction of nuclear weapons and associ- 
ated equipment, the transport of nuclear weapons and associated equipment 
through and within the Province, and the export of goods and materials for 
use in the construction and deployment of nuclear arms. In addition, the 
Province should encourage cities, provinces and states throughout the world 
to initiate similar action. 


2. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
access to health care treatment and facilities should be a right and not a priv- 
ilege, and should not be subject to geographic or economic barriers, the Gov- _ 
ernment of Ontario should incorporate as a fully-insured service under — 
OHIP the cost of medically necessary travel, as determined by a qualified 
physician, in excess of 200 miles; and further that the Government should 
begin by instituting such coverage for residents of Northern Ontario (that is 
for those living in the Territorial Districts north of the French River) within 
six months of the passage of this resolution and that coverage for the rest of 
the province be phased in over a four-year period; and further that in the 
case of a child needing such medically necessary travel, the Government give 
consideration to covering the costs of travel for one parent or guardian of 
such a child. 


3. Mr. Warner—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, considering the 
continuing Turkish occupation of Cyprus and the unknown fate of 2,000 
missing Cypriots, the Government of Ontario should express concern about 
the continuing illegal Turkish colonization of Cyprus, and the latest seces- 
sionist movement of the Denktash regime, by: (1) urging the Government of 
Canada to support measures for the implementation of the U.N. resolutions 
on Cyprus; (2) calling upon the Turkish Government to provide immediate 
information on the missing Cypriots which according to indisputable evi- 
dence are held by Turkish authorities contrary to international law; (3) call- 
ing upon the Turkish Government to respect the human rights provision of 
the Helsinki accord, especially in regards to Cyprus; (4) calling upon the 
Turkish Government to cease immediately further colonization of Cyprus © 
and to withdraw all illegal colonists, transplanted with a view to changing 
the demographic nature of the Island; (5) condemning the new secessionist 
movement of the so-called “Federated State of Northern Cyprus”; and (6). 
calling upon the Government of Canada to cease further negotiations with 
the Turkish Government on the sale of a nuclear reactor, until the latter 
complies with the U.N. resolutions on Cyprus and shows a respect for inter- 
national law. 


4. Ms. Bryden—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, recognizing that 
part-time workers in both the public and private sector are discriminated 
against by the denial of many benefits and rights provided to other workers 
in the same establishment, a Charter of Rights for Part-Time Workers be. 
added to both the Employment Standards Act and the Labour Relations Act 
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to provide pro rata benefits and collective bargaining rights to such workers 
and that they be made eligible for severance pay and retraining and readjust- 
ment programs provided for other workers displaced by technological 
change in the same establishment. 


5. Mr. Epp—Resolution—That this House authorizes that a Proclamation be 
issued by the Governor General under the Great Seal of Canada amending 
Section 7 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms to read as 
follows: 


7. Everyone has the right to life, liberty, security of the person and enjoy- 
ment of property and the right not be deprived thereof except in accord- 
ance with the principles of fundamental justice, 


and urges that the Senate and House of Commons and the Legislative 
Assemblies of the other provinces do likewise. 


7. Mr. Foulds—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Federal Con- 
servative government has, by eliminating full inflation protection for Cana- 
dian pensioners, imposed unfair hardships on those least able to protect 
themselves; and therefore, this House condemns as arbitrary and _ ill- 
conceived the budget of Michael Wilson which takes money out of the pock- 
ets of pensioners while providing more tax giveaways to the wealthy; 
strongly calls upon the Government of Canada to abandon its intention to 
de-index pensions and urges the Government of Ontario to make the strong- 
est possible representation to the Government of Canada to re-affirm the 
Federal Conservative government’s election promise to protect Canadian 
pensioners. 


8. Mr. Morin-Strom—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Fed- 
eral Conservative government has favoured business and the rich at the 
expense of the economically disadvantaged, particularly pensioners, and 
considering Finance Minister Michael Wilson statement that Canada has 
“an acute shortage of rich people,” this House condemns the federal budget 
of Michael Wilson that focuses on more tax breaks for the wealthy rather 
than providing decent pensions for elderly and more employment opportuni- 
ties for the unemployed poor, and that the Canadian government should rec- 
ognize that our problem is too many poor people, not too few rich people. 


9. Mr. Ramsay—Resolution—That in the opinion of this House, the Minister of 
Agriculture and Food should introduce legislation to: 


(1) establish a debt review agency to referee financial disputes between 
farmers and banks or other lending institutions and that not less than 
50% of the members of the agency should be farmers and that the 
agency would deal with short-term debts other than mortgages and 

- would be empowered to make binding decisions age only to appeal 
to the judge of the local court; 


(2) provide a moratorium on all farm bankruptcies and foreclosures of 
mortgages on farm lands and buildings except where an exemption is 
approved by a judge and on application by a mortgagee (lendor) the 
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judge may grant leave for foreclosure or commencement of bankruptcy 


proceedings or, alternatively, may postpone any forfeiture for such time 
and subject to such conditions as he thinks fit. 








9 


MOTIONS RELATING TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE REPORT 
UPON THE REDISTRIBUTION OF ONTARIO INTO ELECTORAL 
DISTRICTS 


1to 36. Debated July 5, 1985, 


10 
QUESTIONS 


(Questions are to appear on the day after they are tabled and on every 

subsequent day in the week they are tabled and then subsequently only on each 

Monday until an Answer (other than an Interim Answer) is tabled. A question 
tabled on a Friday will appear on each day of the following week.) 


1. Mr. Warner—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister of the Environment 
please table the Report of the Environmental Assessment Advisory Com- 
mittee on the question of designating the Brimley Road/Highway 401 Inter- 
change subject to the Environmental Assessment Act, and further will the 
Minister also table a signed copy of the original letter which reports the 
Minister’s decision on the above-mentioned Report. June 10, 1985. 


5. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information on Ontario Government employees for every Ministry 
in Government: 1. Ministry. 2. Number of classified employees. 3. Number 
of classified employees who are of visible minority origin. 4. Position held in 
the ministry by each of the employees who are of visible minority origin. 
June 17, 1985. 


6. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information on Ontario Government part-time and contract 
employees (unclassified) for every Ministry in Government: 1. Ministry. 2. 
Number of unclassified employees. 3. Number of classified employees who 
are of visible minority origin. 4. Position held in ministry by each unclassi- 
fied employee of visible minority origin. June 17, 1985. 


7. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information on the 3,900 appointed positions with the 700 agen- 
cies, boards and commissions responsible to the Ontario Government. Will 
the Minister prepare the data under the following heading: 1. Name of 


agency, board and commission. 2. No. of appointed positions foreach agen- 


cy, board and commission. 3. No. of appointed positions for each agency, 
board and commission who are of visible minority origin. 4. Position held 
by the appointed persons for each agency, board and commission, of per- 
sons who are of visible minority origin. June 17, 1985. 


8. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table a 
summary of the third language skills on Ontario Government employees, 


under the heading: 1. Ministry. 2. No. of classified employees. 3. No. of full — 


time employees that speak one third language. 4. No. of full time employees 
that speak 2 to 5 languages other than English and French. 5. Position held 
in the ministry by each of the employees fluent in a third language. 6. Total 
number of third languages spoken in the Ministry. Will the Minister provide 
the information for every ministry in government. June 17, 1985. 


9. Myr. Grande—Endquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table a 


summary of the third language skills on Ontario Government employees, ~ 


under the heading: 1. Ministry. 2. No. of classified employees. 3. No. of 
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unclassified employees that speak a third language. 4. Number of unclassi- 
fied employees that speak 2 to 5 languages other than English and French. 
5. Position held in the ministry by each of the employees fluent in a third 
language. 6. Total number of third languages spoken in the Ministry. Will 
the Minister provide the information for every ministry in government. 
June 17, 1985. 


Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table a 


summary of the third language skills of the 3,900 appointed positions with 
the 700 agencies, boards and commissions responsible to the Ontario Gov- 
ernment. Will the Minister prepare the information under the following 
headings: a) Persons who speak on third language. b) Persons who speak 2-5 
languages other than English and French. c) Position held. June 17, 1985. 


Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible inform 


the House whether or not the four recommendations made by the Ontario 
Advisory Council on Multiculturalism and Citizenship in its report of Feb- 
ruary 1982, titled “Task Force on Equal Opportunity” were accepted, 
namely: 1. (a) that the Government of Ontario adopt the principle of equal 
opportunity in the selection process to ensure that in appointments to public 
agencies, candidates can adequately reflect the multicultural and multi- 
racial diversity of Ontario; (b) that the Government of Ontario assess and 
review the criteria for appointments, the selection process and composition 
of the public agencies in Ontario; 2. (a) that the inventory of residents of 
Ontario who are qualified to serve on public agencies be expanded to ade- 
quately reflect the multicultural diversity of our population; (b) that the 
Government of Ontario encourage the ethnic groups to suggest candidates 
from their respective communities who could be considered for inclusion in 
the inventory; 3. (a) the Government of Ontario announce all vacancies in 
the public agencies; (b) that these vacancies be publicized in such a way to 
ensure that this information reaches all socio-economic levels of Ontario 
society; (c) that the Government of Ontario publicize vacancies in the ethnic 
media to ensure that qualified members of the ethnocultural communities 
are aware of the existence of such vacancies in the public agencies; 4. That 
the Premier and Government of Ontario in their appointment policy con- 
sider the principle of equitable representation based on merit and qualifica- 
tions reflecting the ethnic composition of Ontario society in all public agen- 
cies, councils, boards and commissions that come under government 
jurisdiction. Will the Minister indicate what specific actions have been 
taken to implement the above recommendations. June 17, 1985. 


Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 


following information regarding the 6/49 Lottery: a) Number of tickets sold 
for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) The 
amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the Treas- 
ury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid out in 
prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or retained 
by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) The 
amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. f) 
The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by 6/49 in the 1982 fiscal year, which was 
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not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. June 17, 
1985. 


13. Myr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Lottario Lottery: a) Number of tickets 
sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) The 
amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the Treas- 
ury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid out in 
prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or retained 
by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) The 
amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. f) 
The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by Lottario in the 1982 fiscal year, which 
was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 


14. Myr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Super Loto Lottery: a) Number of tick- 
ets sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the 
Treasury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid 
out in prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or 
retained by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) 
The amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. 
f) The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery in the 1982 fiscal year, 
which was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 


15. Mr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Wintario Lottery: a) Number of tickets 
sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) The 
amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the Treas- 
ury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid out in 
prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or retained 
by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) The 
amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. f) 
The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Wintario in the 1982 fiscal year, 
which was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 


16. Myr. Grande—Enquiry of the Ministry—Will the Minister responsible table the 
following information regarding the Provincial Lottery: a) Number of tick- 
ets sold for each draw for the fiscal period of April 1983 to March 1984. b) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery on a monthly basis to the 
Treasury of Ontario for the 1983 fiscal year. c) The amount of dollars paid 
out in prizes in the 1983 fiscal year. d) The amount of dollars paid out or 
retained by the distributors on a monthly basis for the 1983 fiscal year. e) 
The amount of dollars distributed in capital grants for the 1983 fiscal year. 
f) The amount distributed in non-capital grants for the same fiscal year. g) 
The amount of dollars generated by this Lottery in the 1982 fiscal year, 
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which was not distributed in capital or non-capital grants in that fiscal year. 
June 17, 1985. 


17. Mr. Laughren—Enquiry of the Ministry—Would the Minister of Natural 
Resources provide a list of the companies whose Forest Management Agree- 
ments will be up for their first five-year review during 1985 and 1986 and 
indicate the specific dates foreach agreement. July 5, 1985. 


14 
COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


The Standing Committee on Social Development will meet for the purpose of 
organization, as follows: 


Monday, July 8 following Routine Proceedings Room No. 151 
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